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students were more likely to support structural explanations 
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political identification proved to be the best socio-
demographic indicators as to whether the students would 
support individualistic or structural explanations. 
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Chapter I 
Introduction 
The common stereotypes of homeless and/or poverty 
stricken people have ranged from the hobo image of the Great 
Depression (Hopper 1990) through the image of the 
downtrodden victim of discrimination of the 1960s and 1970s 
(Nilson 1981) to the mentally diseased alcoholics of the 
1980s (Shinn and Weitzman 1990; Struening and Padgett 1990). 
Research on homelessness has suggested that, at least in 
most cases, these stereotypes are erroneous (Blasi 1990; 
Gallup Poll 1985; Shinn and Weitzman 1990; Sosin 1992). 
However, the studies of public perceptions of poverty and 
homelessness continue to indicate that many Americans hold 
these stereotypes (Huber and Form 1973; Feagin 1975; Kluegal 
and Smith 1986; Lee, Jones and Lewis 1990; Lee, Jones and 
Lewis 1992; Nilson 1981; Wright 1993). 
Sociologists have regularly contributed to the vanguard 
of research regarding homelessness and/or poverty (Lee, 
Jones and Lewis 1992). The sociological research, similar 
to research in the other disciplines, has mostly entailed 
possible causes for homelessness and/or poverty. The 
present study examines how a specific population, college 
students in a mid-size regional university, perceives the 
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causes of homelessness and/or poverty. Furthermore, this 
study examines those perceptions to determine whether or not 
they coincide with the sociological and/or scientific 
explanations of homelessness and/or poverty. 
Although no definitive explanation has been given for 
poverty and/or homelessness, two separate contradicting 
arguments surface in the debate (Huber and Form 1973; Feagin 
1975; Kluegal and Smith 1986; Lee, Jones and Lewis 1990; 
Lee, Jones and Lewis 1992; Nilson 1981; Wright 1993). The 
individualistic argument focuses on the experiences and 
behaviors of individuals as an explanation for poverty 
and/or homelessness. Individual characteristics that are 
used in this argument typically include socio-demographics 
such as gender, age and socio-economic status and also might 
include factors such as disposition towards mental illness, 
alcoholism, laziness and immorality (Lee, Jones and Lewis 
1990; Shinn and Weitzman 1990; Torro and McDonnell 1992). 
In contrast, explanations that use structural conditions 
include state of the economy, the lack of employment 
opportunities, the prevailing wage rate and the level of 
social service benefits (Kluegal and Smith 1986; Shinn and 
Weitzman 1990). It seems reasonable to expect that persons 
who feel that the poor and homeless are so because of lack 
of ambition or drive would support individualistic causes, 
while persons who feel the poor and homeless are so because 
they are victimized by discrimination would support 
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structural causes. (Smith 1984). 
Among scholars the structural position has been more 
widely accepted (Breakay and Fischer 1990; Bohannon 1991; 
Lee, Jones and Lewis 1992). Sociological research, along 
with research in other disciplines, has demonstrated 
structural links to the causes of poverty and/or 
homelessness such as the increase in low income households 
and the decline in affordable housing compatible with a 
person's salary (Breakay and Fischer 1990; Bohannon 1991; 
Shinn and Gillespie 1992). However, many recognize that the 
beliefs held by the general population are important in 
their own right. In other words, whether the population 
supports individualistic or structural explanations as the 
causes of poverty and/or homelessness could be as important 
as the objective reality of the situation. For instance, 
relative support for policies aimed at solving the problem 
depends upon the public's view of the situation (Lee, Jones 
and Lewis 1992). Therefore, if the public believes that 
homeless people are to blame for their plight then they will 
be less likely to support public policies aimed at reducing 
the problem. According to Lee, Jones and Lewis (1992; 
p.536), the public perception can have direct consequences 
as well: 
A domiciled person who attributes homelessness to 
an aversion to work might therefore be less likely 
to rent housing to or to hire homeless people-
rating them more of a poor risk then someone who 
holds a structural outlook. 
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Furthermore, the causal beliefs held by the general 
population produce outcomes that can help or hinder the 
homelessness and/or poverty situation. 
The present study utilizes a select population. While 
the general population's attitudes about the causes of 
homelessness and poverty have been extensively studied, the 
beliefs of young adults, particularly college students, have 
been rarely studied (Grimm and Busby 1983). This project 
explores how undergraduate students perceive homelessness 
and poverty. This study is an effort to assess whether 
among young, better educated Americans the common 
stereotypes of the homeless and poor prevail. Specifically, 
this project attempts to discover whether undergraduate 
students perceive individual characteristics or structural 
conditions as reasons for individuals being homeless and/or 
poor. 
Chapter II 
Review of Literature 
and Hypotheses 
Causes of Poverty and Homelessness 
Numerous studies have been conducted to determine 
how the general population perceives the causes of 
homelessness and/or poverty, although most have dealt 
directly with the perceptions of the causes of poverty 
(Feagin 1975; Kluegal and Smith 1985; Lee, Jones and Lewis 
1990; Nilson 1981; Torro and McDonnell 1992). Much of the 
past research has shown that beliefs about the causes of 
poverty held by the public vary widely, with some 
emphasizing individualistic beliefs and others embracing 
structural causes (Feagin 1975; Kleugal and Smith 1986; Lee, 
Jones, and Lewis 1990; Nilson 1981). However, the research 
of Huber and Form (1973), Feagin (1975), Nilson (1981), 
Smith (1984), and Kluegal and Smith (1986) regarding the 
perceptions of the causes of poverty indicated that 
individualistic explanations were more commonly used than 
structural explanations. 
The studies regarding the perceptions of homelessness 
have been conducted with much less frequency and have 
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yielded results that while not contradictory have not been 
identical either (Torro and McDonnell 1992). Lee, Jones and 
Lewis (1990) conducted a survey regarding the public's 
perceptions in a large, southern, metropolitan city. Issues 
that were investigated include: 1) whether or not people 
attribute homelessness to individual or structural 
explanations; and 2) an identification of the socio-
demographic traits associated with these perceptions. Lee, 
Jones and Lewis (1990) found that structural viewpoints were 
more common than the previous poverty perceptional studies 
had suggested. The researchers found that individualistic 
causes were still cited; but structural explanations were 
also commonly used. In other words, respondents were still 
using individualistic explanations; however, structural 
causes were being incorporated with the individualistic 
explanations at greater frequencies than previously found. 
In 1992, Torro and McDonnell conducted a similar study in a 
different geographic area of the country, the Northeast. 
These researchers obtained results similar to the previous 
mid-South survey. Respondents were more likely to blame 
society for the homeless problem rather than to blame the 
individual. Furthermore, results from a national survey 
(Media General Research 1989) showed that respondents were 
more likely to cite structural explanations with greater 
frequency than individualistic causes. As mentioned 
earlier, individualistic explanations were still cited but 
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with less frequency than structural causes. 
In summary, previous poverty perceptional studies found 
individualistic explanations more frequently cited, whereas 
recent homelessness perceptional studies found structural 
causes more likely to be cited. The present study addresses 
the question of whether the student population would be more 
likely to cite the individualistic causes or the structural 
explanations. 
Difference between Poverty and Homelessness 
As mentioned earlier, most of the past previous 
perceptional studies have dealt with poverty rather than 
homelessness (Torro and McDonnell 1992). It could be argued 
that how people feel about poverty is similar to how they 
feel about homelessness; however, that assumption may be 
erroneous for several reasons. First, over the past ten 
years there has been great media coverage of the homeless 
problem in which homelessness has been framed as a separate 
entity, not as an extreme form of poverty (Blasi 1990; 
Hilgartner and Bosk 1988; Lee, Jones and Lewis 1990; Lee, 
Jones and Lewis 1992; Shinn and Wietzman 1990). Individuals 
may view homelessness and poverty as separate problems, 
rather than viewing homelessness as a severe consequence of 
poverty. Therefore, this study also addresses the question 
of whether among young, collegiate Americans the perceptions 
of poverty and homelessness are different. Finally, the few 
studies of the perceptions of the causes of homelessness 
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found a greater frequency of structural causes being 
mentioned than in previous poverty perceptional studies. 
Those result indicates either that recent poverty 
perceptional studies have not found the increased support 
for structural causes or that many Americans may view the 
problems as separate entities rather than viewing 
homelessness as a severe consequence of poverty. 
Socio-Demoqraphic Traits and Perceptions of Poverty and 
Homelessness 
Despite the increased frequency of structural 
explanations for the causes of homelessness, both Lee, Jones 
and Lewis (1990) and Torro and McDonnell (1992) found that 
many of the socio-demographics related to perceptions of the 
causes of poverty among the general population were also 
related to perceptions of the causes of homelessness. Among 
these were gender, race and socio-economic status, a measure 
based on a combination of income, occupational prestige and 
educational level. Specifically, past research has shown 
that individuals who are white, male, and have higher socio-
economic status were more likely to favor individualistic 
explanations rather than structural causes (Feagin 1975; 
Gallup 1985; Kluegal and Smith 1986; Lee, Jones and Lewis 
1990; Lewis and Schneider 1985; Nilson 1981; Torro and 
McDonnell 1992). Conversely, females, nonwhites, and those 
individuals with a lower socio-economic status were more 
likely to favor structural explanations rather than 
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individualistic explanations (Feagin 1975; Gallup 1985; 
Kluegal and Smith 1986; Lee, Jones and Lewis 1990; Nilson 
1981). Nilson (1981) contends that less powerful and less 
privileged Americans, including lower-income groups and 
racial and ethnic minorities, as well as youth, are more 
likely to support structural factors as the causes of 
poverty. The first three hypotheses deal specifically with 
the socio-demographic variables gender, race, and 
socioeconomic status as predictors of perceptions of 
homelessness and poverty causes. 
HI: Male students will be more likely than 
female students to give individualistic 
explanations, rather than structural explanations, 
for the causes of poverty and homelessness. 
H2: White students will be more likely than 
nonwhite students to give individualistic 
explanations, rather than structural explanations, 
for the causes of poverty and homelessness. 
H3: Undergraduates with higher socio-economic status 
origins will be more likely than undergraduates 
with lower socio-economic status origins to favor 
individualistic explanations, rather than 
structural explanations, for the causes of poverty 
and homelessness. 
Relationship of Political Ideology to Perceptions of Poverty 
and Homelessness 
Previous research has revealed a relationship between 
political ideology, measured on a scale ranging from 
extremely liberal to extremely conservative, and people's 
perceptions of the causes of poverty and homelessness 
(Kluegal and Smith 1986; Lee, Jones and Lewis 1990; 
McDonnell and Torro 1992; Nilson 1981; Smith 1984). 
Findings have shown that those who identify themselves with 
a more liberal political ideology, in contrast to a more 
conservative political ideology, have been more likely to 
favor structural explanations rather than individualistic 
explanations (Gallup 1985; Kluegal and Smith 1986; Lee, 
Jones and Lewis 1990; Nilson 1981; Torro and McDonnell 
1992) . These findings serve as a basis for the following 
hypothesis. 
H4: Those students who hold a conservative political 
ideology rather than a liberal political ideology 
will be more likely to favor individualistic 
explanations, rather than structural explanations, 
for the causes of poverty and homelessness. 
Direct and Indirect Exposure to Homelessness 
Previous research results indicate that exposure to 
homeless people, measured on a scale ranging from minimal 
indirect exposure to high levels of direct exposure, has 
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been related to differences in the perceptions of the causes 
of homelessness (Benedict, Shaw and Rivilin 1988; Lee, Jones 
and Lewis 1990; Torro and McDonnell 1992). Those people who 
have had more direct contact with the homeless have been 
found to be more likely to favor structural explanations 
rather than individualistic explanations of homelessness 
(Lee, Jones and Lewis 1990; Shinn and Weitzman 1990). Both 
Benedict, Shaw and Rivilin (1988) and Torro and McDonnell 
(1992) found that persons living in urban areas, with 
presumably more exposure to homelessness, were more likely 
to hold sympathetic views of homeless persons. Furthermore, 
Lee, Jones and Lewis (1990) found that those people who had 
more direct contact with the homeless were more likely to 
favor structural explanations rather than individualistic 
explanations of homelessness. These findings lead to the 
following hypothesis. 
H5: Those students who have had little or no exposure 
to homelessness will be more likely than those who 
have had greater exposure to homelessness to 
favor individualistic explanations, rather than 
structural explanations, for the causes of 
poverty and homelessness. 
Education and Perceptions of Poverty and Homelessness 
This study also examines the effects of education on 
students7 perceptions of homelessness. Grimm and Busby 
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(1983), for example, noted that collegiate education 
affected attitudes and beliefs, sometimes with conflicting 
results. They state that, "the college experience may 
enlighten students as to the structural causes of poverty, 
but at the same time stress the individualism viewpoint" 
(Grimm and Busby 1983; p.l). Grimm and Busby (1983) found 
in a study of undergraduate perceptions of poverty in the 
early 1980s that those students who were humanities or 
social science majors were more likely to favor structural 
causes in contrast to individualistic explanations. These 
researchers also noted that in their particular study 
students whose class standing was freshman or sophomore were 
disproportionately represented in the humanities and social 
science majors, which may have affected the findings. The 
researchers further found that students who attended 
undergraduate school longer were less likely to believe that 
the poor were at fault for their disadvantaged status, 
although this finding was not as statistically significant 
as the finding involving humanities and social science 
majors (Grimm and Busby 1983). Based on these previous 
findings, the present study will test the following two 
hypotheses: 
H6: Freshmen and sophomores will be more likely than 
juniors and seniors to favor individualistic 
explanations, rather than structural explanations, 
for the causes of poverty and homelessness. 
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H7: Undergraduates with majors in the social sciences 
or humanities will be more likely than those with 
non-humanities and non-social science majors to 
favor structural explanations, rather than 
individualistic explanations, for the causes 
of poverty and homelessness. 
Mixed Responses in Explaining Poverty and Homelessness 
Several previous studies of the public's 
perceptions of the causes of poverty and homelessness have 
revealed inconsistencies in people's responses (Kluegal and 
Smith 1986; Lee, Jones and Lewis 1990, Nilson 1981). More 
specifically, relatively few people have attributed poverty 
or homelessness either to individualistic causes or to 
structural causes alone. If the past public perceptions of 
the causes of homelessness were placed on a continuum with 
individualistic causes on one end and structural causes on 
the other end, most perceptions would not fall at either 
extreme. Rather, they would fall somewhere in-between, 
although probably clustering toward the individualistic side 
(Feagin 1975; Gallup 1985; Kluegal and Smith 1986; Lee, 
Jones and Lewis 1990; Nilson 1981). In fact, some 
researchers have concluded that such one-sided explanations 
are deviant (Edelmen 1977; Nilson 1981). It has been argued 
that this inconsistency between beliefs regarding individual 
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and structural conditions is appropriate considering the 
contemporary social context (Kluegal and Smith 1986). The 
conservative ideology, or dominant ideology, stresses the 
importance of individual achievement and the need for 
stratification to motivate people to achieve (Kluegal and 
Smith 1986). On the other hand, the enduring aspects of 
inequality and a changing public policy dispose people 
toward what is conventionally labeled a liberal orientation 
(Kleugal and Smith 1986). The mixed results are common 
because many people hold both conservative and liberal 
beliefs (Kluegal and Smith 1986). 
Furthermore, some researchers contend that many 
Americans attribute the causes of poverty and homelessness 
to what has been termed institutional discrimination (Nilson 
1981). This way of thinking involves blaming the system; 
for example, this might include blaming low quality schools 
which create cultural disadvantage, inadequate job training 
facilities which result in economic disadvantage, and 
prejudiced employers who will not risk giving the poor a 
chance. However, institutional discrimination also involves 
blaming the individual for not adapting to the system 
(Nilson 1981). This third category can be individualistic 
or structural, or stand alone. Nilson (1981) contends that 
institutional discrimination allows Americans to compromise 
both individualistic and structural ideologies. On one 
hand, the poor are held responsible for not overcoming or 
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taking advantage of the system, while on the other hand the 
poor are viewed as victims of the system deserving of 
sympathy. Nilson's research (1981) indicated support for 
this third hybrid of thinking that she contends explained 
the lack of ideological consistency regarding perceptions of 
the causes of poverty. 
Finally, Lee, Jones and Lewis (1990) feel that this 
inconsistency reflects the public's increasingly accurate 
perception of poverty and homelessness. The scientific 
studies of homelessness and poverty have in fact found that 
the causes of homelessness and poverty are mixed, therefore 
mixed explanations reflect the public's awareness of the 
actual nature of these two social problems. If such an 
awareness is increasing, then a study such as the present 
one of younger, higher educated Americans should find that 
mixed explanations predominate. Specifically, as education 
increases so should the likelihood that students will give 
mixed explanations for poverty and homelessness. 
H8: Senior and junior students will be more likely to 
give mixed responses in their explanations of 
poverty and homelessness than sophomore and 
freshman students. 
In summary, previous poverty perceptional studies 
indicate that individualistic explanations will occur with 
greater frequencies than structural explanations, although 
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previous homelessness perceptional studies do not 
necessarily lead to this assumption. The present study 
tests both perceptions of poverty and homelessness in an 
effort to see if the past results would be similar to 
results from this younger, collegiate population. 
Chapter III 
Theoretical Perspective 
Chapter II details the propensities for certain 
Americans to hold specific beliefs regarding the causes of 
poverty and homelessness. For example, scientific social 
research has indicated that Americans who are white, male, 
older, with a higher socio-economic status and adhere to a 
conservative political ideology are more likely to subscribe 
to an individualistic ideology than Americans who are non-
white, female, younger, with a lower socio-economic status 
and adhere to a liberal political ideology. Several 
theories have been offered to explain why Americans cite 
individualistic or structural explanations for the causes of 
poverty and/or homelessness. For the purpose of the present 
study two theories, the dominant ideology and the public 
arenas theory, are utilized. 
Dominant Ideology 
The dominant ideology theory focuses on the ideals 
supposedly inherent in the American social system that holds 
the individual responsible for her/his success or failure. 
Therefore, persons who subscribe to this ideology would most 
likely blame the homeless and/or poverty stricken person for 
his/her plight. The public arenas theory explores the 
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issues of poverty and homelessness from a different 
perspective by examining how these issues have been framed 
in the public's consciousness. According to Hilgartner and 
Bosk (1988), the issues have been presented within a 
structural framework. Therefore, the public may be more 
likely to cite structural rather than individualistic 
explanations. Both theories will be discussed here. 
In 1973, Huber and Form wrote about the dominant 
ideology which they contend is the subtle consensus 
Americans use to justify the inequality apparent in the 
American social system. Basically, the dominant ideology 
asserts that there is ample opportunity embedded in the 
social system for achievement and it is one's own fault if 
one does not succeed. Huber and Form (1973; p.4) elaborate 
that the "dominant ideology" of American stratification is 
based primarily on three values: equality, success and 
democracy. These values ensure that each person has an 
equal opportunity to succeed or fail. 
Equality is best viewed in terms of the educational 
system. Education is equal because elementary and secondary 
schools are free; therefore, if a person excels in these 
schools, further education is easily affordable through 
scholarships and grants. Therefore, every person has an 
equal opportunity for education which is the first tenet for 
success (Huber and Form 1973; p.4). 
Success can be equated with money or property, prestige 
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and power or a combination of the three. These are the 
rewards of hard work and these rewards are not evenly 
distributed because some may work harder or stay in school 
longer. Unequal rewards are necessary because they motivate 
people to work harder and so achievement helps society as a 
whole (Huber and Form 1973; p.4). Since harder work or more 
education leads to greater rewards and since it is a 
person's choice whether to stay in school longer or to work 
harder, a person can be held responsible for her or his 
success or failure. 
Finally, democracy ensures that the system can be 
adjusted and improved because every person has a vote in the 
political system that can change existing conditions (Huber 
and Form 1973; p.4). If the system becomes rigid and 
mobility is difficult to achieve then democracy will allow 
for the system to change. 
Lee, Jones and Lewis (1992) feel that Huber and Form's 
theoretical research has important implications for 
perceptions of poverty and homelessness. The dominant 
ideology holds each person accountable for his/her position 
in society saying that the system is structured in such a 
way that achievement and mobility are highly feasible (Huber 
and Form 1973; p.7). If the dominant ideology is truly 
dominant then a majority of Americans, including students, 
should blame the poor and homeless for their plight. If 
Americans subscribe to this ideology, they would be more 
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likely to blame the poor and homeless person for his/her 
plight believing that the social system is conducive to 
mobility and individuals who desire to achieve have the 
means to do so. Furthermore, those individuals who are 
located higher in the stratification system should be more 
likely to attribute the causes of poverty and homelessness 
to individual characteristics rather than structural ones. 
The dominant ideology theory states that individualistic 
explanations should occur with greater frequency than 
structural explanations among those who have the greatest 
advantage in the social system. 
Public Arenas Theory 
Lee, Jones and Lewis (1992) examine homelessness from 
the public arenas theory perspective in an effort to assess 
why structural explanations may occur at a greater frequency 
than research first indicated. The authors examine how some 
social problems become major social issues while others do 
not. The public arenas theory also focuses on how different 
issues compete for full fledged problem status at any given 
time in the public sphere. In other words, there are more 
problems at any given time than there are resources for 
combatting the problem. Therefore, the problems have to 
compete for space on the public's agenda. 
The authors contend that it is not the importance of 
the problem but other criteria that influence whether or not 
something is defined as a social problem. Drama and 
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politics are two of the criteria that influence a social 
problem's place and definition. According to Hilgartner and 
Bosk (1988; p.71), "social problems presented in a dramatic 
way have a higher probability of success." Being defined as 
a social problem is not enough; the problem has to compete 
to keep its status. Repeated bombardment and consistently 
new symbols or events must continually renew the problem and 
constitute drama. Social problems also compete for 
politicians' attention as well. There are only so many 
problems on which politicians can focus. 
However, being defined as a social problem politically 
does not necessarily mean success in the public arena. 
There are limited avenues for social problems to be directed 
to a broad audience. Congressional committees can define 
the issues for social problems but without communication to 
a broader audience these problems may not be defined as such 
to the public. The media is one example of an avenue for 
communication. According to Lee, Jones and Lewis (1992), 
the media has been instrumental in defining homelessness. 
During the past decade there has been a media barrage of 
attention paid to homelessness. These researchers contend 
that this attention has been framed from a structural image 
perspective (Lee, Jones and Lewis 1992). Although the 
structural image may contradict the dominant ideology, if it 
is the structural image to which most Americans have been 
exposed then structural explanations may occur at greater 
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frequency. Lee, Jones and Lewis (1992) assert that it is 
apparent that poverty and/or homelessness has achieved 
success as a social problem. Furthermore, the media has 
succeeded in delivering and framing the issue in the 
public's consciousness. Therefore, the public arenas theory 
may explain why structural explanations may occur at greater 
frequency than individual causes. 
In summary, Lee, Jones and Lewis (1992) have 
demonstrated how these two theoretical positions, the 
dominant ideology and public arenas, may indicate how the 
general population's beliefs are formulated regarding the 
causes of poverty and homelessness. The present study 
examines students' perceptions regarding the causes of 
poverty and homelessness from these theoretical standpoints 
in an effort to assess which theory receives most support. 
Chapter IV 
Methods 
Factors that may indicate a propensity for 
Americans, including students, to explain the causes of 
poverty and/or homelessness from either a structural or 
individualistic viewpoint have been discussed. The 
hypotheses deduced from the literature and mentioned in the 
previous chapters were tested by conducting a survey of 
undergraduate students attending a mid-size regional 
university (undergraduate population of approximately 
19,000). The questionnaire was pretested twice using 
classes representative of, but not included in, the final 
study. 
The questionnaires were distributed at the beginning or 
end of the respective class, depending on the instructor's 
preference. Most of the questionnaires were administered by 
the principal researcher. However, because of scheduling 
constraints questionnaires were distributed to two classes 
by sociology graduate assistants, who were trained in 
research methods. Appendix A contains a copy of the 
questionnaire. 
Sample 
A convenience sample (n=305) of students currently 
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enrolled in one of three different types of courses during 
the spring semester of 1994 was obtained. Self-administered 
questionnaires were distributed to students in English 300 
(Junior English), Sociology 100 and History 119 (freshman 
courses). English 300 is a required class for all students, 
and the registration procedure ensures that the students 
have been enrolled in school for at least two semesters. 
While sophomores can conceivably register for English 300, 
the limited availability of classes makes it difficult for 
any lower division student to register. 
After adjusting the sample for incomplete 
questionnaires, a final sample size of 299 was obtained 
(98%). Fifty-two percent (n=155) of the questionnaires were 
completed by students in English 300 classes, while 28% 
(n=85) and 19% (n=58) were completed by students in 
Sociology 100 and History 119 classes, respectively. 
Tables 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3 present information comparing 
the sample to the university population for gender, race and 
class standing. The university population data were 
provided by the university registrar. It should be noted 
that the inconsistent population numbers were also provided 
by the university registrar. As Table 4.1 indicates, the 
gender breakdown of the study was representative of the 
university. Sixty-two percent of the sample were female and 
38% were male, compared to 59% female and 41% male for the 
university population. 
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Table 4.1: Gender Composition for Sample and University 
Sample University 
Male 37.8 40.6 
Female 62.2 59.4 
Total 100.0 (N=299) 100.0 (N=19,092) 
Table 4.2 indicates that the racial breakdown of the 
study was also fairly representative of the university, with 
African Americans being slightly over represented. Most 
respondents in the sample were white (86.6%) as was the 
population of the university for the semester the study was 
conducted (93.8%). African Americans comprised 10% of the 
sample and 6.2% of the population of the university. Only a 
small percentage of the sample was represented by Asian 
Americans, Native Americans and Hispanic Americans (each .3 
for the study, unavailable for university). 
Table 4.2: Racial Composition for Sample and University 
Sample University 
White 86.6 93.8 
Black 10.0 6.2 
Other .7 
Asian American .3 
Native American .3 
Hispanic American .3 
Missing 1.7 
Total 100.0 (N=299) 100.0 (N=13,824) 
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Table 4.3 presents information regarding class 
standing. Again the sample was similar to that of the 
university population. However, juniors were over 
represented while seniors were under represented. As the 
table reveals, 20.1% of the sample were freshmen (25.6% for 
the university), 23.4% were sophomores (21.6% for the 
university), 33.8% were juniors (21.6% for the university), 
and 21.7% were seniors (31.2% for the university). In 
summary, gender, racial and class standing demographics for 
the sample were fairly representative when compared to that 
of the university. 
Table 4.3: Class Standing Composition for Sample and 
University 
Sample University 
Freshmen 20.1 25.6 
Sophomores 23.4 21.6 
Juniors 33.8 21.6 
Seniors 21.7 31.2 
Missing 1.0 
Total 100.0 (N=299) 100.0 (N=ll,643) 
Dependent Variables 
Four dependent variables were used in the study. 
However, the dependent variables constructed were not the 
precise variables originally intended. The reliability 
analysis for each of the indexes proved that one index 
(individualistic causes of homelessness) was not reliable 
(alpha=.4727). Furthermore, reliability analysis also 
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revealed that one index (individualistic causes of poverty) 
actually separated into two indexes. This finding was 
further substantiated by factor analysis. What follows is a 
description of the indexes and the corresponding alphas 
created to form each of these variables. 
Individualistic Causes of Poverty 
The individualistic causes of poverty index was 
constructed from summated responses (coded O=strongly 
disagree, l=disagree, 2=undecided, 3=agree and 4=strongly 
agree) to four questions that measured respondents' 
attitudes toward the following statements: 
-Individuals who are poor do not want to work. 
-Individuals are poor because of lack of proper money 
management skills. 
-Individuals are poor because of lack of ability to 
complete basic tasks for simple jobs. 
-Individuals are poor because of lack of effort by the 
poor themselves. 
The additive index combined from these items had a 
range from 0 (low) to 16 (high). The Cronbach's alpha of 
.7091 indicated that the scale was reliable. The mean score 
for the index was 6.5, indicating that most respondents did 
not have strong feelings for or against individualistic 
causes. The frequency distribution for each item can be 
seen in Appendix B. 
Drug and Alcohol Causes of Poverty 
Two items were used to create the drug and alcohol 
causes of poverty index. The respondents were asked to 
indicate their agreement (or disagreement) with the 
28 
following statements (coded O=strongly disagree, l=disagree, 
2=undecided, 3=agree and 4=strongly agree): 
-Alcoholism causes many people to remain poor. 
-Drug problems cause many people to remain poor. 
The additive index ranged from 0 (low) to 8 (high) with 
a Cronbach's alpha of .8074. The scale was considered 
reliable. The mean score for the index was 5.8, indicating 
that most respondents did not have strong feelings one way 
or the other although the score was slightly closer to the 
upper end than to the lower one. Appendix C displays the 
frequency distributions for the items used in creating this 
variable. 
Structural Causes of Poverty 
Five items were summated to create the structural 
causes of poverty index. Again, respondents were asked to 
indicate their agreement (or disagreement) with the 
following statements (coded 0=strongly disagree, l=disagree, 
2=undecided, 3=agree and 4= strongly agree): 
-Failure of society to provide good schools for many 
Americans leads to higher amounts of poverty. 
-Low wages in business and industry lead to a higher 
amount of poverty. 
-Failure of industry to provide enough jobs leads to 
higher levels of poverty. 
-Discrimination keeps many individuals in low paying 
jobs. 
-A decrease in funding for social support services for 
low income persons leads to higher levels of poverty. 
The possible range for this index was 0 (low) to 20 
(high). The Cronbach's alpha was .6778, indicating the 
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index was reliable. The mean score for the index was 11.91, 
indicating that most respondents did not have extreme views 
regarding the structural causes of poverty. Appendix D 
displays the frequency distributions for the items 
comprising the index. 
Structural Causes of Homelessness 
The structural causes of homelessness index was 
comprised of the following items to which respondents 
indicated their agreement or disagreement (coded O=strongly 
disagree, l=disagree, 2=undecided, 3=agree and 4=strongly 
agree): 
-Discrimination by public housing authorities based on 
race or gender leads to homelessness. 
-Most of the homeless have some sort of mental disease. 
-Poor administrative quality of this nation's welfare 
system leads many to homelessness. 
-Many homeless people have been taken advantage of by 
rich people. 
-Lack of housing compatible with a person's salary 
leads to homelessness. 
The range for this index was 0 (low) to 20 (high). The 
Cronbach's alpha was .6000, somewhat weak but still 
acceptable for the scale to be judged as reliable. The mean 
score for the index was 10.06, again indicating that most 
respondents' views did not fall at either extreme regarding 
structural causes of homelessness. Appendix E displays the 
frequency distributions for the items comprising the index. 
Independent Variables 
Eight independent variables were included in the study. 
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These variables included gender (0=male, l=female) and race 
(0=black, l=Asian, 2=Native American, 3=Hispanic, 4=white, 
5=other). For analyses purposes the variable race was 
dichotomized into a dummy variable (0=non-white, l=white). 
Socio-economic status (SES) is a measure based on a 
combination of income, occupational prestige, and education 
(Hess, Markson and Stein 1993). For this variable 
undergraduates were asked to indicate their perceived social 
class (0=lower, l=working, 2=middle, 3=upper); estimated 
parental income (0=under $9,999, 1=$10,000 to $24,999, 
2=$25,000 to $49,999, 3=$50,000 to $99,999, 4=over 
$100,000); educational level of father (0=less than high 
school, l=high school graduate, 2=some college or junior 
college degree, 3=college graduate, 4=post-collegiate 
education), and educational level of mother (0=less than 
high school, l=high school graduate, 2=some college or 
junior college degree, 3=college graduate, 4=post-collegiate 
education). Other variables included class standing within 
the university (0=freshman, l=sophomore, 2=junior, 3=senior) 
and the college where the respondent's first major was 
classified (0=College of Arts, Humanities and Social 
Sciences, l=College of Business, 2=College of Education, 
3=College of Science, 4=Undeclared major). For purposes of 
bivariate correlation and multiple regression analyses the 
variable class standing within the university was broken 
into two separate dichotomous variables. The first 
variable, upperf indicated whether or not the respondent was 
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an upper division student, i.e., junior or senior (l=upper 
division). The second variable, lower, indicated whether or 
not the respondent was a lower division student, i.e., 
sophomore or freshman (l=lower division). Finally, 
respondents were asked to assess their political ideology 
(O=strongly conservative, l=moderately conservative, 
2=slightly conservative, 3=independent, 4=slightly liberal, 
5=moderately liberal, 6=strongly liberal). Again, for 
purposes of the bivariate correlations and multiple 
regression analyses, the variable political ideology was 
broken into separate dichotomous variables. Each was a 
"dummy" variable with '0' coded to identify the absence of a 
given trait. The first variable, "PartyL," indicated 
whether or not the respondent classified himself or herself 
as liberal (l=liberal). The second variable, "Partyl," 
indicated whether or nor the respondent classified herself 
or himself as independent (1=independent). The third 
variable, "PartyC," indicated whether or not the respondent 
classified himself or herself as conservative 
(l=conservative). The variable exposure to homelessness was 
deleted from the study due to lack of statistical 
reliability among the items that were intended to be used to 
create this variable. 
Analytic Procedures 
Cross-classification analyses, bivariate correlation, 
and multiple regression procedures were used to test the 
hypotheses put forth in Chapter 2. Cross-tabulation tables 
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and bivariate correlations were used to determine which 
relationships between the independent and dependent 
variables were statistically significant. Stepwise multiple 
regression was used to determine which independent variables 
were better predictors, net of other variables in the model, 
of respondents' attitudes toward the causes of poverty and 
homelessness. 
Figures 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4 present the conceptual 
models being tested for the present study. The expected 
direction (positive or negative) of each of the independent 
variables is indicated. For all of the models the 
independent variables were identical. For summary purposes 
these independent variables were as follows: gender, race. 
perceived social class, estimated parental income. 
educational level of father, educational level of mother. 
political ideology (separated into PartyL. Partyl. PartyC 
for the bivariate and multiple regression analyses), class 
standing within the university (separated into Upper and 
Lower for the bivariate and multiple regression analyses), 
and college of first major. 
Measurement of Mixed Explanations 
In order to examine the occurrence of mixed 
explanations, the dependent variables (individualistic 
causes of poverty, drug and alcohol causes of poverty, 
structural causes of poverty, structural causes of 
homelessness) were dichotomized into higher and lower 
categories. In order to do this each statement that was 
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used in creating the indexes was dichotomized into higher 
and lower categories. Those who agreed or strongly agreed 
with the statements were scored as higher, those who 
disagreed or were undecided were scored as lower. The 
indexes were rescored and also coded into the higher and 
lower categories. These new dependent variables were then 
measured against each other with the assumption being that 
if students held mixed explanations then a significant 
majority would agree with both statements in that particular 
analysis. For example, if students held mixed explanations 
regarding the causes of poverty then a high percentage of 
students would score in the higher category indicating that 
the students agree with both the individualistic causes of 
poverty statements and the structural causes of poverty 
statements. In summary, students who agreed or strongly 
agreed with the statements comprising both variables 
(individualistic causes of poverty and structural causes of 
poverty) would score in the higher category and be assumed 
to hold mixed explanations. 
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Figure 4.2: Conceptual Model of Drug and Alcohol causes of 
Poverty 
XI Gender ( - ) — — 
X2 Race ( + ) — 
X3 Perceived Social Class (+) 
X4 Estimated Parental Income (+) 
X10 Conservative Political Identification (+) 
XI1 Independent Political Identification (+)— 
X12 Liberal Political Identification (-) 
X13 Upper Division Student (-) 
X14 Lower Division Student (+}-
X5 Political Ideology (-) 
X6 Father's Education (-) Y1 
Individualistic 
Causes of 
Poverty 
X7 Mother's Education (-) 
X8 Class Standing (-) 
X9 First Major (-) 
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Figure 4.2: Conceptual Model of Drug and Alcohol causes of 
Poverty 
XI Gender (-) 
X2 Race (-) _ 
X3 Perceived Social Class (+)-
X4 Estimated Parental Income (+)-
X5 Political Ideology (-) 
X6 Father's Education (-) 
X7 Mother's Education (-) 
X8 Class Standing (-) 
X9 First Major (-)• — 
Y1 
Drug and 
Alcohol 
Causes of 
Poverty 
Sr 
A- AA 
X10 Conservative Political Identification (+)-
Xll Independent Political Identification (+)— 
X12 Liberal Political Identification (-) 
X13 Upper Division Student (-) 
X14 Lower Division Student (+)_ 
Figure 4.2: Conceptual Model of Drug and Alcohol causes of 
Poverty 
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XI Gender (+)-
X2 Race (+)— 
X3 Perceived Social Class (-) 
X4 Estimated Parental Income (-) 
X5 Political Ideology (+) 
X6 Father's Education (+) 
X7 Mother's Education (+) 
X8 Class Standing (+) 
X9 First Major (+) 
Y1 
Structural 
Causes of 
Poverty 
/N 
/K A A/h 
X10 Conservative Political Identification (+)-
XI1 Independent Political Identification (+)— 
X12 Liberal Political Identification (-) 
X13 Upper Division Student (-) 
X14 Lower Division Student (+) 
Figure 4.4 Conceptual Model of Structural Causes of 
Homelessness 
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XI Gender (+)-
X2 Race (+)— 
X3 Perceived Social Class (-)-
X4 Estimated Parental Income (-) 
X5 Political Ideology (+) 
X6 Father's Education (+) 
X7 Mother's Education (+) 
X8 Class Standing (+) 
X9 First Major (+) 
1 v 4/v 
Y1 
Structural 
Causes of 
Homelessness 
-T 
X10 Conservative Political Identification (+)-
Xll Independent Political Identification (+)— 
X12 Liberal Political Identification (-) 
X13 Upper Division Student (-) 
X14 Lower Division Student (+) 
A\ 
Chapter V 
Data Analysis 
As mentioned previously, questionnaires were 
distributed to students in three different courses: English 
300, Sociology 100, and History 119. Data were analyzed 
using the statistical procedures of cross-tabulation tables, 
bivariate correlation and multiple regression. 
Categorical Analysis (Dependent Variables) 
The frequency distribution for the index 
individualistic causes of poverty can be found in Table 5.1. 
The range of the index is 0-16, with a mean of 6.6 and a 
standard deviation of 2.94. As the table reveals, 82 
percent (n=246) of the respondents scored within the 3 to 10 
range. Most scores were in the middle to lower end of the 
scale, while scores at either extreme were less frequent-
indicating that most respondents did not have strong 
feelings toward either explanation. Four of the respondents 
strongly disagreed with all of the statements attributing 
poverty to individualistic characteristics, while only one 
respondent strongly agreed with all of these statements. 
Table 5.2 presents results for the drug and alcohol 
causes of poverty index. The range for the index was 0-8 
with a mean of 5.8 and a standard deviation of 1.76. As the 
table indicates, low scores on the index were infrequent, 
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Table 5.1: Frequency Distribution for Individualistic 
Causes of Poverty 
Score Frequency Percent 
0 4 1.3% 
1 8 2.7% 
2 11 3.7% 
3 21 7.1% 
4 43 14.5% 
5 31 10.4% 
6 35 11.8% 
7 32 10.8% 
8 31 10.4% 
9 27 9.1% 
10 26 8.8% 
11 18 6.1% 
12 7 2.4% 
13 1 .3% 
14 1 .3% 
16 1 .3% 
Total 299 100.0% 
Mean=6.6 Standard Deviation=2.94 
Table 5.2: Frequency Distribution for the Drug and Alcohol 
Causes of Poverty Index 
Score Frequency Percent 
0 2 .7% 
1 3 1.0% 
2 17 5.7% 
3 10 3.3% 
4 29 9.7% 
5 25 8.4% 
6 116 38.8% 
7 37 12.4% 
8 60 20.1% 
Total 299 100.0% 
Mean=5.8 Standard Deviation=l.76 
with over 70% of the respondents scoring six or higher. 
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This distribution suggests that most respondents agreed with 
the statements viewing drug and alcohol usage as an 
explanation for the causes of poverty. 
Five attitudinal questions comprised the structural 
causes of poverty index (Table 5.3). The range for this 
index was 0 (low) to 20 (high) with mean of 11.9 and a 
standard deviation of 3.6. As the table indicates, most 
Table 5.3: Frequency Distribution for the Structural Causes 
of Poverty Index 
Score Frequency Percent 
0 0 .0% 
1 0 .0% 
2 2 .7% 
3 1 .3% 
4 7 2.4% 
5 4 1.3% 
6 8 2.7% 
7 12 4.0% 
8 18 6.1% 
9 26 8.8% 
10 27 9.1% 
11 18 6.1% 
12 25 8.4% 
13 38 12.8% 
14 40 13.5% 
15 24 8.1% 
16 27 9.1% 
17 9 3.0% 
18 4 1.3% 
19 4 1.3% 
20 0 .0% 
Total 299 100.0% 
Mean=ll.9 Standard Deviation=3.6 
respondents scored in the middle of the index. Fifty-nine 
percent (n=176) of the respondents scored between 9 and 14. 
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This distribution suggests that most respondents were not 
likely to espouse strong attitudes at either extreme. 
Finally, frequencies for the structural causes of 
homelessness index are presented in Table 5.4. The range 
for the variable was 0 (low) to 20 (high) with a mean of 
10.06 and a standard deviation of 3.2. As can be seen from 
the table, 71% of the respondents (n=212) scored within the 
9 to 14 range, indicating that most respondents did not 
favor statements at either extreme. 
Table 5.4: Frequency Distribution for the Structural Causes 
of Homelessness Index 
Score Frequency Percent 
0 0 .0% 
1 1 .3% 
2 2 .7% 
3 4 1.3% 
4 10 3.3% 
5 10 3.3% 
6 12 4.0% 
7 25 8.4% 
8 28 9.4% 
9 35 11.7% 
10 33 11.0% 
11 37 12.4% 
12 30 10.0% 
13 24 8.0% 
14 26 8.7% 
15 13 4.3% 
16 7 2.3% 
17 1 .3% 
18 1 .3% 
19 0 .0% 
20 0 .0% 
Total 299 100.0% 
Mean=10.06 Standard Deviation=3.2 
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Categorical Analysis (Independent Variables) 
Frequency distributions for gender, race and class 
standing in the sample were presented in Chapter IV. The 
following tables present the frequency distributions for the 
other independent variables. Tables 5.5 and 5.6 display the 
frequency distributions for the variables perceived social class 
and estimated parental income. The variable perceived social 
class was divided into four categories: O=lower, l=working, 
2=middle, and 3=upper. Table 5.5 indicates that most of the 
respondents perceived themselves to be in the middle class 
(71.7%), while 22.2% of the respondents perceived themselves to 
be in the working class. At either extreme only 5.5% perceived 
themselves to be in the upper class, while only .7% perceived 
themselves to be in the lower class. Table 5.6 reports the 
Table 5.5: Frequency Distribution for Perceived Social Class 
Class Frequency Percent 
Lower 2 .7% 
Working 65 22.2% 
Middle 210 71.7% 
Upper 16 5.5% 
Total 293 100.0% 
Mean=1.81 Standard Deviations 52 
frequency distributions for the variable estimated parental 
income. As the table indicates, most of the respondents 
estimated parental income to be in the mid range, $25,000 to 
$49,999 (34.4%) or the upper range, $50,000 to $99,999 (37.8%). 
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Very few respondents estimated parental income to be at either 
extreme. 
Table 5.6: Frequency Distribution for Estimated Parental 
Income 
Income Frequency Percent 
Under $10,000 1 .3% 
$10,000 to $24,999 42 14.0% 
$25,000 to $49,999 103 34.4% 
$50,000 to $99,999 113 37.8% 
over $99,999 25 8.4% 
Total 285 100.0% 
Mean=2.4 Standard Deviations 860 
Table 5.7 displays the frequency distribution for the 
independent variable political identification. According to 
Table 5.7: Frequency Distribution for Political 
Identification 
Preference Frequency Percent 
Strongly Conservative 15 5.0% 
Moderately Conservative 59 19.9% 
Slightly Conservative 36 12.1% 
Independent 59 19.9% 
Slightly Liberal 38 12.8% 
Moderately Liberal 48 16.2% 
Strongly Liberal 16 5.4% 
Don't Know 26 8.8% 
Total 297 100.0% 
Mean=3.30 Standard Deviation=l.99 
the table, similar percentages of respondents considered 
themselves politically conservative as politically liberal. 
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Thirty seven percent of the sample was found in the slightly 
conservative to strongly conservative grouping, while 34.4% 
of the sample was found in the slightly liberal to strongly 
liberal groupings. Twenty percent of the sample considered 
themselves independent, while only 9% did not know their 
political identification. 
The frequency distributions for father's and mother's 
Table 5.8: Frequency Distribution of Father's Educational 
Attainment 
Educational Level Frequency Percent 
Less than High School 25 6.1% 
High School Graduate 96 32.8% 
Some College 70 23.9% 
College Graduate 63 21.5% 
Post-Collegiate Education 32 10.9% 
Not Applicable 7 2.4% 
Total 293 100.0% 
Mean=2.00 Standard Deviation=l. 24 
Table 5.9: Frequency Distribution of Mother's Educational 
Attainment 
Educational Level Frequency Percent 
Less than High School 18 6. .1% 
High School Graduate 107 36. .3% 
Some College 75 25. .4% 
College Graduate 57 19. .3% 
Post-Collegiate Education 36 12. .2% 
Not Applicable 2 i .7% 
Total 295 100. . 0% 
Mean=10.06 Standard Deviation=3.2 
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educational attainment are displayed in Tables 5.8 and 
5.9,respectively. For both tables, the most frequently 
given response was high school graduate (32.8% for fathers, 
36.3% for mothers). Both tables were also similar in terms 
of other response categories: some college (23.8% for 
fathers, 25.4% for mothers), college graduate (21.5% for 
fathers, 19.3% for mothers), post-collegiate education 
(10.9% for fathers, 12.2% for mothers) and less than high 
school (8.5% for fathers, 6.1% for mothers). In summary, 
both mothers and fathers had their highest percentages in 
the high school graduate category. 
The last frequency distribution discussed is college in 
which first major is located. As Table 5.10 indicates, the 
most frequent response was College of Science (29.3%) 
followed closely by College of Arts and Humanities (28.2%). 
The third most frequently given response was College of 
Table 5.10: Frequency Distribution for College Where First 
Major Is Found 
College Frequency Percent 
College of Arts, Humanities 
and Social Sciences 83 28.2% 
College of Business 40 13.6% 
College of Education 65 22.1% 
College of Science 86 29.3% 
Undecided 20 6.8% 
Total 294 100. 0 
Mean=10.06 Standard Deviation=3.2 
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Education (22.1%), with College of Business being fourth 
(13.6%). It is interesting to note that out of a sample 
with 43.5% lower division students, only 6.8% of the 
respondents were undecided in their first major. 
Cross-Classification Analyses 
For the cross-classification analyses each dependent 
variable was tested against each independent variable, 
however only the results attaining statistical significance 
are presented here. The chi-square test of independence was 
used with a conventional alpha level of .05. For analysis 
purposes, the dependent variables were collapsed according 
to the distribution of scores in each frequency 
distribution. The dependent variables were collapsed into 
three categories: low, medium and high. The frequency 
distributions for each collapsed dependent variable can be 
seen in Appendix F. To further facilitate the cross-
tabulation analyses, four of the independent variables were 
collapsed or dichotomized. As mentioned in Chapter IV, the 
following variables were recoded: race (0=non-white, 
l=white), political ideology (0=conservative, l=independent, 
2=liberal) and income (0=under $25,000, 1=$25,000 to 
$99,999, 2=over $99,999). Finally, college of first major 
was dichotomized into those whose major was found within the 
College of Arts, Humanities and Social Sciences and those 
whose major was undecided or in the other colleges 
(l=College of Arts, Humanities and Social Sciences). 
Being white was found to be statistically associated 
with two dependent variables: the individualistic causes of 
poverty index and the structural causes of poverty index. 
Table 5.11 indicates that a statistically significant 
relationship exists between race and individualistic causes 
of poverty (chi-square=15.72, pc.OOl). Whites were more 
likely to score high on the index compared to nonwhites 
(20.5% vs. 0%). Conversely, nonwhites were more likely to 
score low on the index (67.6% vs. 35.7%). Therefore, this 
analysis indicated that whites, compared to nonwhites, were 
more likely to agree with the statements supporting 
individualistic explanations as causes of poverty. 
Table 5.11: Percentage of Individualistic Causes of Poverty 
by Race 
Index Score Nonwhite White 
High 0% 20.5% 
Medium 32.4% 43.8% 
Low 67.6% 35.7% 
Total (N=34) (N=258) 
Chi-Square=15.72 D.F.=2 p<.001 
Being white was also statistically significantly 
associated with the dependent variable structural causes of 
poverty index (chi-square=10.8, pc.Ol), as shown in Table 
5.12. Whites were more likely to score low on this index 
compared to nonwhites (29.5% vs. 5.7%). Conversely, non-
whites were more likely to score high on this variable than 
whites (37.1% vs. 21.3%). The table indicates that whites, 
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compared to nonwhites, were less likely to support 
structural causes as explanations of poverty. 
Table 5.12: Percentage of Structural Causes of Poverty by 
Race 
Index Score Nonwhite White 
High 
Medium 
Low 
Total 
37.1% 
57.1% 
5.7% 
(N=35) 
21.3% 
49.2% 
29.5% 
(N=254) 
Chi-Square= 10.8 D. F=2 p<. 01 
Tables 5.13 through 5.15 display the cross 
classification analyses for the political identification 
variable and the indexes for individualistic causes of 
poverty. structural causes of poverty and structural causes 
of homelessness. 
Table 5.13: Percentage of Individualistic Causes of Poverty 
by Political Identification 
Index Score Conservat ive Independent Liberal 
High 
Medium 
Low 
Total 
25.7% 
46.8% 
27.5% 
(N=109) 
19.0% 
48.3% 
32.8% 
(N=58) 
8.8% 
37.3% 
53.9% 
(N=102) 
Chi-Square=20.13 D.F.=4 p<.001 
As Table 5.13 indicates, the respondents who considered 
themselves politically conservative differed significantly 
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from those who considered themselves politically independent 
or liberal (chi-square=20.13, pc.OOl) regarding support for 
individualistic causes of poverty. Those respondents who 
considered themselves politically conservative were more 
likely to score higher on the index compared to those who 
considered themselves politically independent (25.7% vs. 
19.0%) and more than three times as likely to score higher 
on the index compared to those who considered themselves 
politically liberal (25.7% vs. 8.8%). In contrast, those 
who considered themselves politically liberal were twice as 
likely to score lower than those who considered themselves 
politically conservative (53.9% vs. 27.5%) and more likely 
to score lower than those who considered themselves 
politically independent (53.9% vs. 32.8%). Therefore, the 
respondents who considered themselves politically 
conservative were more likely to support individualistic 
explanations as causes of poverty than those who considered 
themselves politically independent or liberal. 
As shown by Table 5.14, support differed significantly 
for the structural causes of poverty index among the 
respondents who considered themselves conservative, 
independent or liberal (chi-square=25.26, p<.001). As can 
be seen from the table, those respondents who considered 
themselves politically conservative were more likely to 
score lower on the index compared to the respondents who 
considered themselves politically independent (40.2% vs. 
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27.6%) and more than three times as likely to score lower 
compared to those who considered themselves politically 
liberal (40.2% vs. 12.9%). At the other end of the 
Table 5.14: Percentage of Structural Causes of Poverty by 
Political Identification 
Index Score Conservative Independent Liberal 
High 12.1% 24.1% 33.7% 
Medium 47.7% 48.3% 53.5% 
Low 40.2% 27.6% 12.9% 
Total (N=107) (N=58) (N=101) 
Chi-Square=25.26 D.F.=4 pc.OOl 
spectrum, those respondents who considered themselves 
politically liberal were more likely to score higher on the 
index compared to those who considered themselves 
politically independent (33.7% vs. 24.1%) and more than 
twice as likely to score higher compared to those who 
considered themselves politically conservative (33.7% vs. 
12.1%). The respondents who considered themselves 
politically conservative were more likely to disagree or not 
support structural causes than those who considered 
themselves politically independent or liberal. 
As shown by Table 5.15, support also differed 
significantly for the structural causes of homelessness 
index among those respondents who considered themselves 
conservative, independent or liberal (chi-square=33.22, 
p<.01). The relationship was similar to the relationship 
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presented in Table 5.14. Again, those respondents who 
considered themselves politically conservative were more 
likely to score lower on the index compared to those 
respondents who considered themselves politically 
independent (38.2% vs. 16.9%) and more than four times as 
likely to score lower compared to those respondents who 
considered themselves liberal (38.2% vs. 7.8%). Conversely, 
respondents who considered themselves politically liberal 
Table 5.15: Percentage of Structural Causes of Homelessness 
by Political Identification 
Index Score Conservative Independent Liberal 
High 21.8% 37.3% 47.1% 
Medium 40.0% 45.8% 45.1% 
Low 38.2% 16.9% 7.8% 
Total (N=110) (N=59) (N=102) 
Chi-Square=33.22 D.F.=4 p<.01 
were slightly more likely to score high on the index 
compared to those respondents who considered themselves 
politically independent (47.1% vs. 37.3%) and more than 
twice as likely to score higher compared to those 
respondents who considered themselves politically 
conservative (47.1% vs. 21.8%). As with the index 
structural causes of poverty, the respondents who considered 
themselves politically conservative were less likely to 
support structural explanations for the causes of 
homelessness in contrast to the respondents who considered 
themselves politically independent or liberal. 
A statistically significant association exists between 
income and individualistic causes of poverty as shown in 
Table 5.16 (chi-square=13.97, p<.05). The greatest 
Table 5.16: Percentage of Individualistic Causes of Poverty 
by Income 
Index Score Under $24,999 $25,000 to $99,999 Over $99,999 
High 11.6% 16.7% 40.0% 
Medium 32.6% 45.1% 36.0% 
Low 55.8% 38.1% 24.0% 
Total (N=43) (N=215) (N=25) 
Chi-Square=13.97 D.F.=4 p<.05 
percentage of those who scored high on the index were from 
the higher income bracket (40.0%), whereas the lowest income 
bracket had the smallest percentage to score high (11.6%). 
In contrast, the respondents in the lowest income bracket 
were twice as likely to score lower on the index compared to 
those respondents in the highest income bracket (55.8% vs. 
24.0%) and more likely to score lower compared to the middle 
income bracket (55.8% vs. 38.1%). In summary, those 
respondents who estimated parental income to be in the 
higher bracket, compared to those respondents who estimated 
parental income to be in the lower bracket, were more likely 
to support individualistic explanations as the causes of 
poverty. 
For summary purposes, the cross-tabulations tables 
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provided the following results: 
1. Whites were more likely than non-whites to support 
individualistic explanations as the causes of 
poverty-
2. Non-whites were more likely than whites to support 
structural explanations for the causes of poverty. 
3. Those who considered themselves politically 
conservative were more likely than those who 
considered themselves politically independent or 
liberal to support individualistic explanations for 
the causes of poverty. 
4. Those who considered themselves politically liberal 
were more likely than those who considered 
themselves politically conservative or independent 
to support structural explanations for the causes 
of poverty and homelessness. 
5. Those respondents who estimated parental income 
to be in the higher bracket were more likely to 
support individualistic explanations for the causes 
of poverty. 
Bivariate Analyses 
The results of the bivariate analyses are presented in 
Tables 5.17 through 5.20. In general, the results were 
similar to results presented in the cross-classification 
analyses. 
Table 5.17 presents the results of the bivariate 
analysis for the individualistic causes of poverty index 
model. The table indicates that gender (r=-.16, pc.Ol), 
race (r=.27, pc.OOl), perceived social class (r=.16, pc.Ol), 
and estimated parental income (r=.24, pc.OOl) were all 
significantly correlated with the dependent variable in the 
expected direction. This finding supports the propositions 
that males, whites, respondents with a higher perceived 
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Table 5.17: Bivariate Correlations among Variables in the 
Individualistic Causes of Poverty Model 
Variables Y1 XI X2 X3 X4 X5 X6 
Y1 INDPOV 1.00 
XI Gender -.16** 1.00 
X2 Race .27***-• .10 1.00 
X3 Class .16** .04 .03 1.00 
X4 Income .24*** -.04 .16** .46*** 1.00 
X5 ED-Fa .04 -.04 -.03 .31*** .27***1 .00 
X6 ED-Mo .01 -.07 -.09 . 24*** .21*** .57*** 1 .00 
X7 Major .10 .03 .06 .00 .02 .09 - .07 
X8 Upper .07 -.03 .02 .07 -.03 .02 - .00 
X9 Lower -.07 .03 -.02 -.07 .03 .02 .00 
XI0 PartyC .22*** -.15** .17** .03 .05 .02 - .05 
XI1 PartyI .08 -.03 .03 .02 .03 .00 .05 
XI2 PartyL -.27*** .11 -.11 .03 -.04 .05 .06 
Mean 
SD 
6.52 
2.88 
.610 
.49 
3.62 
1.18 
1.9 
.58 
2.55 2 
.958 1 
.0 
.21 
2 
1 
.0 
.2 
X7 X8 X9 X10 Xll X12 
X7 Major 1.00 
X8 Upper -.30*** 1.00 
X9 Lower .30***-•1.00*** 1.00 
XI0 PartyC .00 .20*** -.20*** 1.00 
XI1 PartyI -.06 -.14 -.14 -.38*** 1.00 
X12 PartyL -.07 .03 -.03 . 56*** -.36*** 1.00 
Mean 
SD 
*p<.05 
1.66 
1.34 
.591 .409 
.492 .49 
**p<.01 
.40 
.49 
.39 .21 
.49 .41 
***p<.001 
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Table 5.18: Bivariate Correlations among Variables in the 
Drug and Alcohol Causes of Poverty Model 
Variables Y1 XI X2 X3 X4 X5 X6 
Y1 DRGPOV 1.00 
XI Gender -.10 1.00 
X2 Race .13 -.10 1.00 
X3 Class -.01 .04 .03 1.00 
X4 Income -.08 -.04 .16** .46*** 1.00 
X5 ED-Fa -.02 -.04 -.03 .31*** .27***1 .00 
X6 ED-Mo .02 -.07 -.09 .24*** .21*** .57*** 1.00 
X7 Major -.02 .03 .06 .00 .02 .09 -.07 
X8 Upper .05 -.03 .02 .07 -.03 .02 -.00 
X9 Lower -.05 .03 -.02 .07 .03 .02 .00 
X10 PartyC -.01 .15** .17** .03 .05 .02 -.05 
Xll PartyI .03 -.03 .03 .02 .03 .00 .05 
X12 PartyL -.05 .11 -.11 .03 -.04 .05 .06 
Mean 
SD 
5.87 
1.73 
.610 
.49 
3.62 1 
1.18 
.9 
.58 
2.55 2 
.958 1 
.0 
.21 
2.0 
1.17 
XI X8 X9 X10 Xll X12 
X7 Major 1.00 
X8 Upper -.30*** 1.00 
X9 Lower .30***--1.00*** 1.00 
X10 PartyC .00 .20*** -.20*** 1.00 
Xll Partyl -.06 -.14 -.14 -.38*** 1. 00 
X12 PartyL -.07 .03 -.03 .56*** 36*** 1.00 
Mean 
SD 
*p<.05 
1.66 
1. 34 
.591 
.492 
.409 
.49 
**p<.01 
.40 
.49 
.39 
.49 
.21 
.41 
***p< 
.001 
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social class, and respondents who estimate their parental 
income to be higher were more likely to accept 
individualistic explanations as causes of poverty. The 
variable indicating whether or not the respondent identified 
himself/herself as conservative was positively and 
significantly correlated (r=.22, pc.OOl) with the dependent 
variable, while the variable indicating whether or not the 
respondent identified herself/himself as liberal was 
negatively and significantly correlated (r=-.27, p<.001). 
These findings indicate that those respondents who 
identified themselves as politically conservative were more 
likely to agree with the statements attributing poverty to 
individualistic causes while those respondents who 
identified themselves as politically liberal were not. 
As with the cross-classification analyses, none of the 
independent variables revealed any statistical significance 
with the drug and alcohol causes of poverty model. The 
bivariate correlations for the variables are presented in 
Table 5.18. 
Table 5.19 presents the results of the bivariate 
correlation for the structural causes of poverty index 
model. Again, the results presented were similar to the 
results found in the cross classification analyses. 
Being white was significantly inversely correlated with the 
dependent variable (r=-.21, pc.OOl) indicating that whites 
were more likely to disagree with the statements used to 
comprise the scale. As the table also shows, those 
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Table 5.19: Bivariate Correlations among Variables in the 
Structural Causes of Poverty Model 
Variables Y1 XI X2 X3 X4 X5 X6 
Y1 STRPOV 1.00 
XI Gender .07 1.00 
X2 Race -.21*** -.10 1.00 
X3 Class -.06 .04 .03 1.00 
X4 Income -.11 -.04 . 16** .46*** 1.00 
X5 ED-Fa -.07 .04 -.03 .31*** .27*** 1.00 
X6 ED-Mo .05 .07 -.09 .24*** .21*** .57*** 1. 00 
X7 Major .01 .03 .06 .00 .02 -.09 -.07 
X8 Upper -.15** -.03 .02 .07 -.03 .02 -.00 
X9 Lower .15** .03 -.02 -.07 .03 -.02 .00 
XIO PartyC -.31*** . 15** .17** .03 .05 -.02 -.05 
Xll Partyl -.02 .03 .03 .02 .03 -.00 .05 
X12 PartyL .31*** .11 -.11 .03 -.04 -.05 .06 
Mean 
SD 
11.85 
3.62 
.610 
.49 
3.62 
1.18 
1.9 
.58 
2.55 
.958 
2.0 
1.21 
2.0 
1.17 
X7 X8 X9 X10 Xll X12 
X7 Major 1.00 
X8 Upper -.30*** 1.00 
X9 Lower .30***-•1.00*** 1.00 
XIO PartyC .00 .20***-.20*** 1.00 
Xll Partyl -.06 -.14 . 14 -.38*** 1.00 
X12 PartyL -.07 .03 .03 .56***-.36*** 1.00 
Mean 
SD 
*p<.05 
1.66 
1.34 
.591 
.492 
.409 
.49 
**p<.01 
.40 
.49 
.39 
.49 
.21 
.41 
***p<. 001 
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Table 5.20: Bivariate Correlations among Variables in the 
Structural Causes of Homelessness Model 
Variables Y1 XI X2 X3 X4 X5 X6 
Y1 STRHOM 1.00 
XI Gender .04 1.00 
X2 Race -.19*** -.10 1.00 
X3 Class -.07 .04 .03 1.00 
X4 Income -.19*** -.04 .16** .46*** 1.00 
X5 ED-Fa -.05 .04 -.03 .31*** .27*** 1.00 
X6 ED-Mo -.00 .07 -.09 .24*** .21*** .57*** 1.00 
X7 Major .02 .03 . 06 . 00 .02 -.09 -.07 
X8 Upper -.08 .03 .02 . 07 -.03 .02 -.00 
X9 Lower .08 .03 -.02 -.07 -03 -.02 .00 
X10 PartyC -.30*** .15** .17** . 03 .05 -.02 -.05 
Xll Partyl . 00 .03 .03 . 02 .03 -.00 .05 
X12 PartyL .27*** . 11 -.11 .03 -.04 -.05 .06 
Mean 
SD 
10.05 
3.23 
.610 
.49 
3.62 
1.18 
1.9 
.58 
2.55 
.958 
2.0 
1.21 
2.0 
1.17 
X7 X8 X9 X10 Xll X12 
X7 Major 1.00 
X8 Upper -.30*** 1.00 
X9 Lower .30***-i.oo*** 1.00 
X10 PartyC .00 .20***-.20*** 1.00 
Xll Partyl -.06 -.14 . 14 -.38*** 1.00 
X12 PartyL -.07 .03 .03 .56***-.36*** 1.00 
Mean 1.66 .591 .409 .40 .39 .21 
SD 1.34 .492 .49 .49 .49 .41 
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 
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respondents who considered themselves politically 
conservative (r=-.31, p<.001) were more likely to disagree 
with the statements attributing poverty to individualistic 
causes while those who identified themselves politically 
liberal (r=.31, pc.OOl) were more likely to agree with the 
same statements. Surprisingly, the table indicated that 
those who were classified as upper division students were 
more likely to disagree with the statements supporting 
structural explanations as the causes of poverty (r=-.15, 
pc.Ol), while those who were classified as lower division 
students were more likely to agree with the statements 
(r=.15, pc.Ol). This finding is in contrast to the 
hypothesis that those students in upper division courses 
would support structural explanations in contrast to 
individualistic causes. 
The results of the bivariate analysis for the 
structural causes of homelessness index model are presented 
in Table 5.20. The results are consistent with previous 
findings. Race (r=-.19, pc.OOl) and income (r=-.19, pc.OOl) 
were significantly correlated with the model in the expected 
directions. Those respondents who were white and estimated 
their parental income to be in a higher bracket were more 
likely to disagree with the statements which comprise this 
index. As with the structural causes of poverty index 
model, a statistically significant inverse correlation 
existed between those who considered themselves politically 
conservative (r=-.31, pc.OOl) and the index. Also, a 
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statistically significant relationship existed between those 
respondents who considered themselves politically liberal 
(r=.27f pc.OOl) and the index. This finding is consistent 
with the previous analyses indicating that those who 
considered themselves politically conservative were more 
likely to disagree with statements supporting structural 
causes as explanations of homelessness, while those who 
considered themselves politically liberal were more likely 
to support the same statements. 
For summary purposes, the bivariate analyses 
yielded the following results: 
1. For the individualistic causes of poverty index 
model those respondents who were white, who 
perceived themselves to be in a higher social 
class, with a higher estimated parental income, and 
those who considered themselves politically 
conservative were more likely to agree with the 
statements used to comprise this model. Females 
and those who considered themselves politically 
liberal were more likely to disagree with the same 
statements. 
2. For the structural causes of poverty index model. 
those respondents who were classified as non-white, 
who considered themselves politically liberal 
and those who were classified as lower division 
students were more likely to agree with the 
statements in the model. Those who considered 
themselves politically conservative and who were 
classified as upper division students were more 
likely to disagree with the same statements. 
3. For the structural causes of homelessness model. 
those respondents who considered themselves 
politically liberal were more likely to agree with 
the statements. Non-whites, those with an 
estimated higher parental income, and those who 
considered themselves politically conservative were 
more likely to disagree with the same statements. 
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Multiple Regression 
The crosstabular and bivariate analyses indicate that 
gender, race, perceived social class, estimated parental 
income, political identification and class standing within 
the university were statistically related to the dependent 
variables in the models. In order to determine which 
variables were the strongest predictors when controlling for 
other variables in the model, stepwise multiple regression 
was used. Four separate models were tested to explain the 
variation in the indexes (individualistic causes of poverty, 
drug and alcohol causes of poverty, structural causes of 
poverty and structural causes of homelessness). 
The results of regression analysis for the 
individualistic causes of poverty model are presented in 
Table 5.21. Both the metric (B) and standardized (beta) 
coefficients are provided to allow for comparison within and 
across the variables. 
Table 5.21: Regression of Individualistic Causes of Poverty 
on Predictors 
Variables B beta T 
Race 2.01 .21** 3.80 
Intercept= 4.23 
PartyL -1.41 -.23** -4.16 
Intercept= 4.96 
Income .57 .19** 3.45 
Intercept=3.76 
R^. 164 **p<. 01 
As Table 5.21 indicates, three variables were found to 
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be significant predictors of the dependent variable. The 
single best predictor of whether or not the respondent would 
support the individualistic explanations for the causes of 
poverty was PartyL, indicating whether or not the respondent 
considered himself/herself liberal (beta=-.23, pc.Ol). This 
finding indicates that if the respondent considered 
himself/herself as liberal the more likely she/he was to 
disagree with the statements comprising the model. Being 
white was also found to be statistically significant 
(beta=.21, pc.Ol). Respondents who were white were more 
likely to agree with the statements supporting 
individualistic causes. Finally, estimated parental income 
(beta=.19, pc.Ol) was also significant. The greater the 
estimated parental income the more likely the respondent was 
to agree with the individualistic causes of poverty 
statements. The variables not found to be significant were 
gender, class, educational level of father and mother, first 
major within the university, whether or not the respondent 
was an upper division student, whether or not the respondent 
was a lower division student, whether or not the respondent 
considered himself/herself conservative and whether or not 
the respondent considered herself/himself independent. The 
multiple coefficient of determination (R2) was .164 
(F=18.28, pc.OOl). In other words, approximately 16.4 
percent of the variation in the dependent variable was 
explained by the variables in the model. 
Table 5.22 presents the results of the regression 
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procedure used to explain variation in the drug and alcohol 
model. As the table indicates only one variable, race 
(beta=.13, p<.05), displayed any statistical significance. 
Previously, the cross-classification and bivariate analyses 
yielded no statistical significance between this dependent 
variable and the independent variables. However, for this 
model the multiple coefficient of determination (R2) was 
.017 (F=5.62, p<.05) indicating that only 1.7 percent of the 
variation in the dependent variable can be explained by the 
model. This low coefficient was consistent with the 
previous findings regarding the cross classification and 
correlational analysis. The other independent variables, 
mentioned on pg 62, were not found to be statistically 
significant. 
Table 5.22: Regression of Drug and Alcohol Causes of 
Poverty on Predictors 
Variables B beta T 
Race .71 . 13* 2.19 
Intercept=5.19 
Wd rtl -7 R^. 017 *p< . 05 
Four independent variables yielded statistical 
significance with the structural causes of poverty index. 
Table 5.23 presents these results. The independent variable 
PartyL (indicating whether or not the respondent classified 
himself/herself liberal) was the best predictor of whether 
or not the respondent agreed or disagreed with the 
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statements attributing poverty to structural explanations 
(beta=.209, p<.01). More specifically, the more likely a 
respondent was to classify herself/himself as liberal the 
more likely he/she was to disagree with the statements. The 
variable race (beta=-.171, p<.01) was the second independent 
variable entered in the model, indicating that whites were 
Table 5.23: Regression of Structural Causes of Poverty 
on Predictors 
Variables B beta T 
PartyC -1.00 -.137** -1.96 
Intercept=12.71 
Race -1.90 -.171** -3.06 
Intercept=14.40 
PartyL 1.56 .209** 3 .1 
Intercept=13.63 
Upper .93 -.128* -2.30 
Intercept=13.99 
R =.160 *p<.05 **p<.01 
more likely to disagree with the statements. PartyC 
(indicating whether or not the respondent classified 
herself/himself as conservative) was the third independent 
variable entered in the model (beta=-.137, pc.Ol). This 
finding indicates that the more likely a respondent 
classified himself/herself conservative, the more likely 
she/he agreed with the statements. Finally, the last 
variable entered into the equation was the dummy variable 
Upper (whether or not the respondent was classified as an 
upper division student) (beta=-.128, Pc.05). These 
students, then, appeared more likely to disagree with the 
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structural explanations. For this model, the R2 was .160, 
indicating that 16% of the variation in the dependent 
variable was explained by the variables in the model 
(F=13.38, p<.001). The variables not in the model and 
mentioned on page 62 were not found to be significant. 
The results for the last model, structural causes of 
homelessness are presented in Table 5.24. 
Table 5.24: Regression of Structural Causes of Homelessness 
on Predictors 
Variables B beta T 
PartyC -1.24 -.184** -2.71 
Intercept=10.81 
Income .44 -.139* -2.47 
Intercept=12.06 
Race -1.40 -.140* -2.41 
Intercept=13.19 
PartyL .911 .136* 2.03 
Intercept=12.66 
R*=. 142 *pC.05 **pc.01 
Four variables were entered into the model: PartyC (beta=-
.184, pc.Ol), income (beta=-.139, pc.05), race (beta=-.140, 
p<.05) and PartyL (beta=.136, p<.05). The variables PartyC, 
income and race, indicate that those respondents who 
classified themselves as conservative, white, and estimate 
parental income to be higher were more likely to disagree 
with the statements attributing homelessness to structural 
explanations. The variable PartyL indicated that a 
respondent who classified himself/herself as liberal was 
more likely to agree with such structural statements. The 
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previously mentioned independent variables not in the model 
were not found to be statistically significant. R2 was .142, 
indicating that 14.2 percent of the variation in the 
variables was explained in the model (F=11.59, pc.OOl). 
In summary, 
1. Examining the individualistic causes of poverty 
model, the general picture which emerges is that 
being white and estimating parental income to be 
higher are the best predictors of support for the 
individualistic causes of poverty model. 
Furthermore, classifying oneself as liberal is the 
best predictor for non-support of the model. 
2. The drug and alcohol causes of poverty model yields 
only race as a significant predictor in explaining 
variation in the dependent variable. In other 
words, being white is the only significant 
predictor of support for the drug and alcohol 
causes of poverty model. 
3. The structural causes of poverty model indicates 
that classifying oneself as liberal is the best 
predictor of support for the structural causes of 
poverty model. Furthermore, classifying oneself as 
conservative, being white, and as an upper division 
student are the best predictors of non support for 
the model. 
4. Examining the model for the structural causes of 
homelessness, the general picture that emerges is 
that classifying oneself as liberal is the best 
predictor for support of the structural causes of 
homelessness model. Furthermore, being white, 
classifying oneself as conservative and estimating 
parental income to be higher are the best 
predictors of non support for the model. 
Measurement of Mixed Explanations 
As mentioned in Chapter IV, the occurrence of mixed 
explanations was measured by dichotomizing (O=lower, 
l=higher) the indexes that were constructed to create the 
dependent variables. These variables were then measured 
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against each other to see where most of the students' 
responses were found. If students were more likely to hold 
mixed explanations for the causes of poverty and 
homelessness then the greatest percentage of students should 
agree with statements comprising both variables. If 
students were more likely to agree with the statements 
attributing the causes of poverty and homelessness to 
individualistic causes and also to agree with the statements 
attributing the causes of poverty and homelessness to 
structural causes then the assumption would be that mixed 
explanations were being held. 
The results of the comparison analysis for the 
individualistic and structural variables indicated that 
respondents did not accept mixed explanations for the causes 
of poverty and homelessness. Instead, the results provided 
additional indication that students were more likely to 
agree with both structural and drug and alcohol causes than 
to agree with the individualistic statements. 
Examining the relationship between individualistic 
causes of poverty and structural causes of poverty, the 
lowest percentage of responses (28.7%) was found in the 
higher category for both variables. A similar relationship 
can be seen in the relationship between individualistic 
causes of poverty and structural causes of homelessness. 
The two tables, which appear in Appendix G because of their 
lack of statistical significance, indicate that respondents 
were more likely to favor structural responses rather than 
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individualistic or mixed responses. The relationship 
between drug and alcohol causes of poverty and 
individualistic causes of poverty is also similar with the 
lowest percentage in the higher category. 
However, the relationship between drug and alcohol 
causes of poverty and structural causes of poverty reveals 
different results. In this table a high percentage (67.4%) 
of respondents agree with both sets of statements indicating 
the students were more likely to support both structural 
causes of poverty statements and drug and alcohol causes of 
poverty statements than to support individualistic causes of 
poverty statements. A similar finding is also seen in the 
relationship between structural causes of homelessness and 
drug and alcohol causes of poverty, again with a high 
percentage (68.2%) scoring in the higher category. These 
tables are all found in Appendix G. 
These results lead to some interesting and surprising 
conclusions. The relationships between drug and alcohol 
causes of poverty and structural causes of poverty as well 
as between drug and alcohol causes of poverty and structural 
causes of homelessness indicate that mixed explanations are 
being held, not just with individualistic and structural 
causes. The mixed explanations the students hold involve 
drug and alcohol causes and structural explanations. 
Individualistic explanations were still being used, but not 
with the frequency of the structural and drug and alcohol 
explanations. In summary, the mixed explanations analyses 
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reveal that the mixed explanations being held involve 
structural and drug and alcohol explanations. 
Chapter Six: 
Discussion and Conclusion 
Summary of Research 
The purpose of this study was to investigate 
college students' perceptions of the causes of poverty and 
homelessness. This procedure was carried out by separating 
the explanations regarding poverty and homelessness into two 
viewpoints: individualistic (blaming the poverty stricken 
and/or homeless person for her/his plight) and structural 
(blaming society and/or the conditions). Furthermore, this 
study attempted to ascertain which socio-demographic 
variables would prove to be the best predictors of whether 
individualistic or structural explanations were preferred 
among contemporary university undergraduates and whether 
their educational experiences affected their perceptions. 
Two sociological perspectives were examined to provide 
theoretical bases for the study. The dominant ideology 
theoretical perspective stresses individualistic 
explanations and argues that Americans, including students, 
will be more likely to support such statements (Huber and 
Form 1973; Lee, Jones and Lewis 1992). However, the public 
arenas perspective predicts that American support for 
structural explanations will occur at greater frequencies 
than have previously been found (Hilgartner and Bosk 1988; 
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Lee, Jones and Lewis 1992). The latter argues that the 
media increases public awareness regarding homelessness as a 
social problem and this public awareness is framed from a 
structural perspective (Hilgartner and Bosk 1988; Lee, Jones 
and Lewis 1992). Lee, Jones and Lewis (1992) feel that both 
theories have merit and possibly explain the occurrence of 
mixed explanations. In the present study both theoretical 
perspectives were utilized as possible explanations for the 
results found. 
Overall, both individualistic and structural 
explanations were frequently supported as causes of poverty 
and homelessness among the sample. Though neither viewpoint 
was supported exclusively, support was stronger for the 
structural view rather than individualistic view. Finally, 
race and political identification were the best predictors 
of which viewpoint students were more likely to accept. 
These findings lead to the conclusion that the public arenas 
hypothesis proves a better theoretical perspective in 
understanding students' attitudes toward the causes of 
poverty and homelessness rather than the dominant ideology 
perspective. 
Overall Summary of Findings 
It should be admitted that many would consider poverty 
and homelessness to be very similar in that homelessness 
could be an extreme manifestation of poverty. However, the 
media's focus on homelessness from a structural position 
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might lead students to hold different views regarding the 
causes of homelessness and the causes of poverty. The 
original intent of the present study was to examine the 
reactions of students to two sets of statements regarding 
their attitudes toward the causes of poverty and two sets of 
statements regarding their attitudes toward the causes of 
homelessness. This was done in order to see if the 
explanations students used for poverty would be similar to 
the explanations students used for homelessness. However, 
statistical analysis, as discussed in Chapter IV, revealed 
three separate indexes for poverty (individualistic, 
structural, drug and alcohol) and one index for homelessness 
(structural). The frequency distributions and means for the 
indexes structural causes of poverty and structural causes 
of homelessness were very similar indicating that students 
responded to both sets of statements in a similar fashion. 
These limited data indicate that students who participated 
in the study did not differentiate between poverty and 
homelessness. The previous poverty perceptional studies 
yielded results that respondents were more likely to 
attribute poverty to individualistic causes and the previous 
homelessness perceptional studies yielded results that 
respondents were more likely to attribute homelessness to 
structural causes. The results of this study suggested that 
respondents, in this case students, were more likely to 
attribute structural explanations to both poverty and 
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homelessness. 
Four separate indexes were used as dependent variables 
to measure support: individualistic causes of poverty, drug 
and alcohol causes of poverty, structural causes of poverty, 
and structural causes of homelessness. The mean for the 
index citing individualistic explanations was significantly 
lower than the means for the measures related to structural 
explanations. This generalized finding implies that the 
students were more likely to agree with the statements 
citing structural explanations and were more likely to 
disagree with the statements citing individualistic 
explanations. However, regarding the means for the separate 
indexes, it is important to note that single scores were 
never found close to either extreme. This finding implies 
either that students may have been more likely to hold mixed 
views or that they did not feel strongly about either 
argument. 
In order to determine if mixed views were being held, a 
cross-tabulation analysis was done between the dependent 
variables. The variables were dichotomized so that if 
students were in agreement with both structural and 
individualistic explanations then it would be shown that 
mixed views were being held. If students were in 
disagreement with both individualistic and structural 
explanations, then the implication would be that students 
were either undecided or did not feel that individualistic 
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or structural explanations were sufficient. The results 
indicated that students were more likely to agree with 
structural and drug and alcohol causes and disagree with 
individualistic causes. Although the cross-tabulation did 
not yield significant chi-squares, these results imply that 
the mixed results are between structural and drug and 
alcohol, not structural and individualistic. Therefore, 
even though it was hypothesized that mixed explanations 
between individualistic and structural explanations would be 
found, especially among upper division students, support for 
this hypothesis was not found in the study. 
In summary, the frequency distributions and mixed 
explanations analyses indicated that students were more 
likely to agree with structural explanations rather than 
with individualistic explanations. This result is in 
contrast to the previous poverty perceptional studies 
(Kluegal and Smith 1986; Nilson 1981), but is in agreement 
with the homelessness perceptional studies (Lee, Jones and 
Lewis 1990; Torro and McDonnell 1992). Furthermore, this 
finding lends support to the public arenas theoretical 
perspective which implies that structural explanations occur 
with greater frequency. While this generalized finding does 
not provide enough evidence to substantiate the public 
arenas theoretical perspective, the result does offer 
support for the idea that the homelessness issue's success 
as a social problem has influenced student thinking as to 
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the cause of the social problem. In summary, extreme views 
were not found for either argument, although students were 
more likely to cite structural explanations. 
Statistical analyses, presented in Chapter IV, 
revealed a separate index for the causes of poverty. This 
index measured whether students agreed with drug and alcohol 
causes of poverty. The index was considered to be both 
individualistic and structural and was consistent with Lee, 
Jones and Lewis' (1990) argument that many Americans see 
alcohol and drug usage as both a personality trait and a 
societal situation. 
Statistical analyses for the drug and alcohol causes of 
poverty index differed considerably from the findings on the 
other indexes. The frequency distribution for this variable 
indicated that the respondents were very likely to agree 
with the statements supporting drug and alcohol causes as 
explanations of poverty. The range of this index was from 0 
to 8 and 72 percent of the respondents scored from 6 to 8. 
The cross-classification and bivariate analyses did not 
reveal any statistical significance with the independent 
variables. The regression analyses revealed that race was 
the most significant predictor in the model, however the 
variation explained by the dependent variable was very 
small. Therefore, the reason that only one independent 
variable explained variation in the dependent variable is 
that a majority of respondents agreed with drug and alcohol 
75 
explanations. As previously mentioned, it is impossible to 
classify support for these items as either individualistic 
or structural since literature reveals that drug and alcohol 
causes can be seen as one, the other, or a combination of 
both. However, the mixed explanation analysis revealed that 
most respondents support both structural and drug and 
alcohol explanations. Still, the finding that most students 
agree with these two items is important in explaining how 
students perceive poverty and homelessness. 
Bocio-Demoqraphic Variables 
Little support was found for the hypothesis concerning 
the influence of gender in differentiating undergraduate 
views of poverty and homelessness. The cross-classification 
analysis did not support the hypothesis that males were more 
likely than female students to give individualistic 
explanations. The variable did achieve low significance in 
the bivariate analysis with the individualistic causes of 
poverty index; however, this significance was diminished in 
the regression analysis. No significant relationship was 
found between gender and the structural causes of poverty 
index, drug and alcohol causes of poverty index, or the 
structural causes of homelessness index. Therefore, 
although gender has been found to be a significant predictor 
in previous studies, it does not seem to be a significant 
predictor for this sample. 
The hypothesis concerning race in differentiating 
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undergraduate views toward the causes of poverty and 
homelessness was strongly supported. The cross-
classification analyses clearly supported the hypothesis 
that whites were more likely than nonwhites to attribute 
poverty to individualistic causes and nonwhites were more 
likely than whites to support structural explanations as the 
causes of poverty and homelessness. Similar results were 
obtained in the bivariate and regression analyses. In 
summary, race proved to be a significant predictor of 
whether or not students used individualistic and/or 
structural explanations as the causes of poverty and/or 
homelessness. This finding supports previous empirical 
studies. 
Some support was also found for the hypothesis 
concerning socio-economic status. As previously mentioned, 
socio-economic status was measured with the independent 
variables perceived social class and estimated parental 
income. The bivariate analyses yielded a significant 
correlation between the two independent variables (r=.45, 
pc.OOl). The bivariate analyses showed positive, 
significant correlation between each variable (perceived 
social class and estimated parental income) and 
individualistic causes of poverty. However, support for 
perceived social class was not found in the regression 
analyses, whereas support for estimated parental income was 
found. None of the other dependent variables (drug and 
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alcohol causes of poverty, structural causes of poverty, 
structural causes of homelessness) displayed significance 
with these independent variables using any of the 
statistical procedures indicating that socio-economic status 
was not an adequate predictor of support for the items in 
these dependent variables. In summary, support was found 
for the hypothesis that students with higher socio-economic 
origins were more likely than students with lower socio-
economic origins to favor individualistic explanations than 
structural explanations for poverty. However, the converse 
hypothesis that students with lower socio-economic status 
origins would be more likely than students with higher 
socio-economic status origins to favor structural 
explanations was not supported. Previous studies have found 
socio-economic status to be a strong predictor. However, 
socio-economic status is a difficult variable to measure. 
The items used here, perceived social class and estimated 
parental income. may not have been adequate indicators since 
they asked respondents to perceive and make estimates on 
matters about which the student may not have had significant 
knowledge, a possible explanation for why strong support was 
not found in this particular study. 
Educational level of father and educational level of 
mother were not found to be statistically significantly 
related to any of the dependent variables. Neither parent's 
educational attainment significantly correlated with the 
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dependent variables using any of the statistical procedures. 
The hypothesis regarding political ideology was 
supported. Those students who considered themselves 
conservative were more likely to support individualistic 
causes, while those who considered themselves liberal were 
more likely to support structural causes. The dummy 
variable of political independence (Partyl) did not achieve 
statistical significance with any of the dependent 
variables. The cross-classification analyses on political 
identification yielded significance with all the indexes 
except the drug and alcohol causes of poverty index. The 
dummy variables indicating a conservative or liberal 
political identification proved statistically significant in 
all the bivariate and regression analyses, with the 
exception of the drug and alcohol causes of poverty index. 
Overall, the hypothesis indicating that those who adhere to 
a conservative political ideology rather than a liberal 
political ideology were more likely to favor individualistic 
explanations was supported. Conversely, those who adhere to 
a more liberal political ideology were more likely to favor 
structural explanations than individualistic explanations. 
These findings support the hypothesis regarding political 
identification and are consistent with the previous 
literature. 
The effect of undergraduate major in the analyses was 
not strong. The independent variable indicating college of 
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first manor was not significantly related to any of the 
dependent variables using any of the aforementioned 
statistical procedures. The variable class standing within 
the university was not related to any of the dependent 
variables using the cross-classification procedure. When 
this variable was separated into two dichotomous variables 
for the bivariate and multiple regression procedures 
however, the dummy variable "upper" which indicated whether 
or not the respondent was classified as an upper division 
student was statistically significantly related to the 
structural causes of poverty index. Therefore, whether or 
not the respondent was classified as a junior or senior 
proved to be a statistically significant predictor for the 
variable structural causes of poverty, although not in the 
hypothesized direction. It is surprising that students who 
were classified as juniors or seniors were less likely to 
use structural or mixed explanations as the causes of 
poverty. This finding is in contrast to existing literature 
and the reverse of what was originally hypothesized. 
Previous studies indicated that the longer a person was an 
undergraduate the more likely she/he was to support 
structural causes. The opposite was found in the present 
study. 
The literature has also indicated that a person's 
previous exposure to the homelessness problem should prove 
an important predictor of how a person would explain the 
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causes of homelessness (Lee, Jones and Lewis 1990). 
However, as the index constructed to measure this variable 
proved unreliable this variable was deleted from the study. 
In summary, the best predictors of how students 
explained causes of poverty and causes of homelessness were 
race and political ideology. Those students who were whites 
and had a conservative political identification were more 
likely to support individualistic causes rather than to 
support structural causes. Those students who were non-
white and had a liberal political identification were more 
likely to espouse structural causes rather than to support 
individualistic causes. These findings are in keeping with 
previous research results. The variables gender, estimated 
parental income, perceived social class, and class standing 
within the university were also found to be minor 
predictors. Males, students who estimated parental income 
to be higher, and students with a higher perceived social 
class were more likely to support individualistic causes. 
Females, students who estimated parental income to be lower, 
and students with a lower perceived social class were more 
likely to support structural causes. These findings also 
reinforce previous research findings. 
These results bear on the theoretical perspectives 
mentioned earlier. The dominant ideology asserts that those 
persons with higher positions in the social system will be 
more likely to support individualistic causes, while those 
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in lower positions will be more likely to support structural 
causes. Hence, males, whites and those who perceive their 
estimated parental income to be higher were more likely to 
support individualistic causes while females, nonwhites and 
those who perceived their estimated parental income to be 
lower were more likely to support structural explanations. 
The influence of political ideology was also substantiated 
by the finding that those students with a conservative 
ideology were more likely to choose individualistic 
explanations while those students with a liberal political 
ideology were more likely to choose structural explanations. 
However, although males, whites, those who considered 
themselves conservative and those who perceived their 
estimated parental income to be higher were more likely to 
support individualistic causes, there were many respondents 
in those groups who supported structural explanations. 
Overall, structural explanations still occurred with greater 
frequency. Therefore, despite support for the dominant 
ideology, the public arenas theoretical perspective cannot 
be dismissed. 
It was predicted that those further along in the 
educational system would be more likely to support 
structural causes; however, results revealed the opposite. 
Those who were classified as upper division students were 
more likely to support individualistic explanations. While 
other variables may have affected this finding (more upper 
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division students may have been white, male, considered 
themselves conservative, etc.) it cannot go unnoticed. The 
dominant ideology asserts that those higher in the social 
system will be more likely to support individualistic rather 
than structural explanations. Upper division students may 
consider themselves higher in the social system. Also, 
upper division students may be preparing themselves to leave 
the collegiate environment and may be more willing to 
support the individualistic position that an individual is 
responsible for her/his own fate. Still, this finding was 
in direct contrast to the hypothesis and an unanticipated 
result. 
These results indicate that most students' views fall 
mid-range on the indexes. These results allow for an 
assessment that corresponds to both theoretical 
perspectives. The dominant ideology is a significant aspect 
of students' perceptions. While responses leaned toward the 
structural side, individualistic responses still occurred. 
It is not clear whether the media coverage with its 
structural slant on explanations for homelessness led to 
structural causes being more strongly espoused. However, 
the results do indicate more frequent support of the public 
arenas perspective. These results lend support to the 
argument regarding the influence the media may have in 
changing opinion. These results also indicate the 
importance of the way a social problem is defined. 
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This study has found that variables identified in 
previous research as predictors of attitudes toward causes 
of poverty and homelessness are still valid, particularly 
race and political identification. However, results of this 
study also indicated that some variables such as gender, 
socio-economic status and parental education, may not be as 
important as originally believed. As the media becomes an 
increasingly significant agent of socialization such 
variables may not be as significant as once found. 
The present study leaves many questions unanswered and 
further probing is necessary; however, the study does 
indicate that views of the causes of homelessness may be 
changing from the earlier studies of the perceptions of 
poverty. Structural explanations are occurring with greater 
frequency than originally hypothesized in this study. 
Although the present study dealt with college students, 
similar views may be held by the general public. Future 
studies are needed to test the generalizability of the 
present results. 
Limitations of the Study 
There are several limitations to the present study 
which should be acknowledged. First, even though the sample 
is representative of the university in terms of upper and 
lower division students the classes may not be 
representative. While the English class used to measure 
upper division attitudes is a required course, the classes 
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measuring lower division students' attitudes were found in 
only one college within the university (College of Arts, 
Humanities and Social Sciences). Although, these two 
classes fulfill general education requirements they are not 
required. Therefore, the lower division results may not be 
representative of the lower division student population. A 
sample of introductory sociology and history students may 
yield different results than a sample of students taking 
business and chemistry classes. 
The dependent variables were constructed using Likert 
scaling to measure attitudes. A basic problem with Likert 
scaling involves scoring. Two respondents may have the same 
score for an additive index using Likert scaling but hold 
different views. In other words, there are many different 
ways to achieve the same score. Two respondents may have 
the same score on an additive index but may actually score 
high and low on different items. Likert scaling fails to 
take this into account. Possibly more direct questions 
regarding the causes of poverty and homelessness, in which 
Likert scaling would not be used, would be useful. 
Questionnaire research also has limitations. It is 
assumed that respondents answer questions truthfully, 
however there is no way that honesty can be assured. With 
the focus of this study being poverty and homelessness many 
students may have responded with answers they believed to be 
socially acceptable. 
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Finally, the issues of poverty and homelessness are 
difficult to articulate in the questionnaire. The 
respondents' concepts of individualistic and/or structural 
causes may differ from the actual wording used. The study 
also attempted to differentiate between the issues of 
poverty and homelessness. Many similar questions on the 
questionnaire might lead students to respond hastily toward 
the end. The fact that the attempted indexes for 
individualistic causes of homelessness and exposure to 
homelessness did not achieve reliability also limits the 
conclusion of the study. 
Suggestions for Future Research 
The beliefs held by the public about the causes of 
poverty and homelessness have been studied and debated for 
several decades. Each time there is extensive media 
coverage of those problems, attitudinal studies are not far 
behind. Media effects on the public's attitudes have not 
been conclusively studied. The effect of education is yet 
to be adequately discussed. A longitudinal study 
documenting the change, if such change occurs, in students' 
explanations over the course of the collegiate experience 
needs to be done. Such a study could also further explore 
whether students differentiate between poverty and 
homelessness. The attitudes of college students on these 
issues are worthy of further investigation. 
Appendix A: 
Questionnaire Used In Study 
The following is a questionnaire designed to measure students' 
attitudes regarding various public issues. Anonymity and 
confidentiality are assured as the results will be used only for 
statistical purposes. Please respond to the following questions 
by circling the appropriate answer. Please respond to only one 
answer. Thank you for your time and honesty. 
1) What is your gender? 
0. Male 
1. Female 
2) What do you consider your racial background? 
0. Black 
1. Asian 
2. Native American 
3. Hispanic 
4. White 
5. Other 
3) In which of the following social classes would you place 
your family? 
0. lower 
1. working 
2. middle 
3. upper 
4. not sure 
4) Please estimate your family's total annual income from all 
sources. 
0. under $10,000 
1. $10,000 to $24,999 
2. $25,000 to $49,999 
3. $50,000 to $99,999 
4. over $99,999 
5. not sure 
5) Generally speaking, which of the following classifications 
best describes your own political ideology or beliefs? 
0. strongly conservative 
1. moderately conservative 
2. slightly conservative 
3. independent 
4. slightly liberal 
5. moderately liberal 
6. strongly liberal 
7. don't know 
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6) Please indicate the educational level of the parent(s) or 
legal guardian(s) with whom you lived longest while you were 
between the ages of 3 to 18. 
Father: 
0. less than high school 
1. high school graduate 
2. some college or junior college degree 
3. college graduate 
4. post-collegiate education 
5. not applicable 
Mother: 
0. less than high school 
1. high school graduate 
2. some college or junior college degree 
3. college graduate 
4. post-collegiate education 
5. not applicable 
7) According to University standards, which of the following 
classifications describes your class standing in the 
university? 
0. freshman (0-30 completed hours) 
1. sophomore (31-60 completed hours) 
2. junior (61-90 completed hours) 
3. senior (90+ completed hours) 
4. other 
8) Under which of the following colleges does your first major 
fall? 
0. College of Arts, Humanities and Social Sciences 
1. College of Business Administration 
2. College of Education and Behavioral Sciences 
3. College of Science, Technology and Health 
4. Undeclared Major 
9) Under which of the following colleges does your second major 
or first minor fall? 
0. College of Arts, Humanities and Social Sciences 
1. College of Business Administration 
2. College of Education and Behavioral Sciences 
3. College of Science, Technology and Health 
4. Undeclared Major 
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The following are questions dealing with your own attitudes 
toward poverty and homelessness. Please indicate your response 
by checking the appropriate boxes: SD-meaning you strongly 
disagree with the written statement, D-meaning you disagree with 
the written statement, U-meaning you are undecided with the 
written statement, A-meaning you agree with the written statement 
and SA- meaning you strongly agree with the written statement. 
4 3 2 1 0 
1. 
SA A 
Individuals who are poor do not 
want to work. [ ] [ ] 
U 
[ ] 
D 
[ ] 
SD 
[ ] 
2. Failure of society to provide 
good schools for many Americans 
leads to higher amounts of poverty. [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
3. Individuals are poor because of lack 
of proper money management skills. [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
4. Low wages in business and industry 
lead to a higher amount of poverty. [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
5. Individuals are poor because of lack 
of ability to complete basic tasks 
for simple jobs. [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
6. Failure of industry to provide 
enough jobs leads to higher 
levels of poverty. [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
7. Individuals are poor because of 
lack of effort by the poor 
themselves. [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] t ] 
8. Many Americans found in poverty 
are there because of bad luck. [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
9. Alcoholism causes many people to 
remain poor. [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
10. Discrimination keeps many 
individuals in low paying 
jobs. [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
11. Drug problems cause many 
people to remain poor. [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
12. A decrease in funding for social 
support services for low income 
persons leads to higher levels of 
poverty. [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
13. A major cause of homelessness is 
alcoholism. 
14. Discrimination by public housing 
authorities based on race or 
gender leads to homelessness. 
15. Most of the homeless have some 
sort of mental disease. 
16. Lack of higher paying jobs leads to 
homelessness. 
17. Lack of good job skills leads to 
homelessness. 
18. Most homeless people are homeless 
because of bad luck. 
19. Lack of ambition leads many people 
to homelessness. 
20. The poor administrative quality of 
this nation's welfare system leads 
many to homelessness. 
21. If homeless people knew how to 
manage money, they would not be 
homeless in the first place. 
22. Many homeless people have been 
taken advantage of by rich people. 
23. Physical handicaps increase the 
likelihood that a person will be 
homeless. 
24. Lack of housing compatible with 
a person's salary leads to 
homelessness. 
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The following questions deal with your exposure to the homeless 
population. Please indicate your response by marking the 
appropriate box. 
1 2 
Yes No 
1. Have you ever had an informal discussion 
with a friend or family member about 
homelessness? [ ] [ ] 
2. Have you ever heard a lecture (class, 
church, etc.) regarding homelessness? [ ] [ ] 
3. Have you ever voluntarily attended a lecture 
or presentation regarding homelessness? [ ] [ ] 
4. Have you ever seen a homeless person or 
what you thought to be a homeless person 
walking the streets? [ ] [ ] 
5. Have you ever had a request for money from 
a homeless person? [ ] [ ] 
6. Have you ever had a conversation with a 
homeless person about something besides 
money? [ ] [ ] 
7. Have you ever worked in any programs or 
shelters to help the homeless? [ ] [ ] 
8. Have you ever been considered or 
considered yourself homeless? [ ] [ ] 
This completes the questionnaire. Thank you for your cooperation 
and honesty. 
Appendix C 
Frequencies for Items Used to Construct 
Drug and Alcohol Causes of Poverty 
Table B.l: Frequency Distribution of Response to: 
"Individuals who are poor do not want to work." 
Response Frequency Percent 
Strongly Disagree 59 19.8% 
Disagree 164 55.0% 
Undecided 38 12.8% 
Agree 33 11.1% 
Strongly Agree 4 1.3% 
Total 298 100.0% 
Table B.2: Frequency Distribution of Response to: 
"Individuals are poor because of lack of proper 
money management skills." 
Response Frequency Percent 
Strongly Disagree 17 5.7% 
Disagree 114 38.3% 
Undecided 71 23.8% 
Agree 87 29.2% 
Strongly Agree 9 3 . 0% 
Total 298 100.0% 
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Table B.3: Frequency Distribution of Response to: 
"Individuals are poor because of lack of ability 
to complete basic tasks for simple jobs." 
Response Frequency Percent 
Strongly Disagree 27 9.0% 
Disagree 145 48.5% 
Undecided 50 16.7% 
Agree 72 24.1% 
Strongly Agree 5 1.7% 
Total 299 100.0% 
Table B.4: Frequency Distribution of Response to: 
"Individuals are poor because of lack of effort 
by the poor themselves." 
Response Frequency Percent 
Strongly Disagree 30 10.0% 
Disagree 102 34.1% 
Undecided 67 22.4% 
Agree 85 28.4% 
Strongly Agree 15 5.0% 
Total 299 100.0% 
Appendix C 
Frequencies for Items Used to Construct 
Drug and Alcohol Causes of Poverty 
Table C.l: Frequency Distribution of Response to 
"Alcoholism causes many people to remain poor." 
Response Frequency Percent 
Strongly Disagree 8 2.7% 
Disagree 30 10.0% 
Undecided 29 13.0% 
Agree 152 50.8% 
Strongly Agree 70 23.4% 
Total 299 100.0% 
Table C.2: Frequency Distribution of Response to "Drug 
problems causes many people to remain poor." 
Response Frequency Percent 
Strongly Disagree 4 1.3% 
Disagree 24 8.0% 
Undecided 31 10.4% 
Agree 147 49.2% 
Strongly Agree 93 31.1% 
Total 299 100.0% 
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Appendix C 
Frequencies for Items Used to Construct 
Drug and Alcohol Causes of Poverty 
Table D.l: Frequency Distribution of Response to "Failure 
of society to provide good schools for many 
Americans leads to higher amounts of poverty." 
Response Frequency Percent 
Strongly Disagree 11 3.7% 
Disagree 56 18.7% 
Undecided 42 14.0% 
Agree 132 44.1% 
Strongly Agree 58 19.4% 
Total 299 100.0% 
Table D.2: Frequency Distribution of Response to "Low wages 
in business and industry leads to a higher 
amount of poverty." 
Response Frequency Percent 
Strongly Disagree 7 2.3% 
Disagree 60 20.1% 
Undecided 60 20.1% 
Agree 147 49.2% 
Strongly Agree 25 8.4% 
Total 299 100.0% 
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Table D.3: Frequency Distribution of Response to "Failure 
of industry to provide enough jobs leads to 
higher levels of poverty." 
Response Frequency Percent 
Strongly Disagree 8 2. .7% 
Disagree 78 26. .3% 
Undecided 35 11. .8% 
Agree 151 50. .8% 
Strongly Agree 25 8. .4% 
Total 299 100. . 0% 
Table D.4: Frequency Distribution of Response to 
"Discrimination keeps many individuals in low 
....J .. - •• paying jobs." 
Response Frequency Percent 
Strongly Disagree 13 4.3% 
Disagree 62 20.7% 
Undecided 37 12.4% 
Agree 144 48.2% 
Strongly Agree 43 14.4% 
Total 299 100.0% 
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Table D.5: Frequency Distribution of Response to "A 
decrease in social support services for low 
income persons leads to higher levels of 
poverty." 
Response Frequency Percent 
Strongly Disagree 22 7.4% 
Disagree 75 25.1% 
Undecided 78 26.1% 
Agree 96 32.1% 
Strongly Agree 28 9.4% 
Total 299 100.0% 
Appendix E 
Frequencies for Items Used to Construct 
Structural Causes Of Homelessness 
Table E.l: Frequency Distribution of Response to 
"Discrimination by public housing authorities 
based on race or gender leads to homelessness." 
Response Frequency Percent 
Strongly Disagree 20 6.7% 
Disagree 89 29.8% 
Undecided 85 28.4% 
Agree 92 30.8% 
Strongly Agree 13 4.3% 
Total 299 100.0% 
Table E.2: Frequency Distribution of Response to "Host of 
the homeless have some sort of mental disease." 
Response Frequency Percent 
Strongly Disagree 21 7.0% 
Disagree 140 46.8% 
Undecided 49 16.4% 
Agree 85 28.4% 
Strongly Agree 4 1.3% 
Total 299 100.0% 
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Table E.3: Frequency Distribution of Response to "Poor 
administrative quality of this nation's welfare 
system leads many to homelessness.11 
Response Frequency Percent 
Strongly Disagree 30 10.0% 
Disagree 74 24.7% 
Undecided 59 19.7% 
Agree 123 41.1% 
Strongly Agree 25 8.4% 
Total 299 100.0% 
Table E.4: Frequency Distribution of Response to "Many 
homeless people have been taken advantage of by 
rich people." 
Response Frequency Percent 
Strongly Disagree 30 10.0% 
Disagree 107 35.8% 
Undecided 77 25.8% 
Agree 74 24.7% 
Strongly Agree 11 3.7% 
Total 299 100.0% 
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Table E.5: Frequency Distribution of Response to "Lack of 
housing compatible with a person's salary leads 
to homelessness.'1 
Response Frequency Percent 
Strongly Disagree 14 4.7% 
Disagree 45 15.1% 
Undecided 65 21.7% 
Agree 151 50.5% 
Strongly Agree 24 8.0% 
Total 299 100.0% 
Appendix F 
Recoded Frequency Distributions for Dependent Variables 
Table F.l: Recoded Frequency Distribution for 
Individualistic Causes of Poverty 
Category Frequency Percent 
Low (0-5) 
Medium (6-9) 
High (10-16) 
118 
125 
54 
39.7% 
42.1% 
18.2% 
Total 297 100.0% 
Table F.2: Recoded 
Alcohol 
Frequency Distribution 
Causes of Poverty 
for Drug and 
Category Frequency Percent 
Low (0-5) 
Medium (6) 
High (7-8) 
86 
116 
97 
28.8% 
38.8% 
32.4% 
Total 299 100.0% 
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Table F.3: Recoded Frequency Distribution for Structural 
Causes of Poverty 
Category Frequency Percent 
Low (0-9) 
Medium (10-14) 
High (15-19) 
78 
148 
68 
26.5% 
50.3% 
23.1% 
Total 294 100.0% 
Table F.4: Recoded Frequency Distribution for Structural 
Causes of Homelessness 
Category Frequency Percent 
Low (0-7) 64 21.4% 
Medium (8-11) 133 44.5% 
High (12-18) 102 34.1% 
Total 299 100.0% 
Appendix 6 
Comparisons of Dependent Variables 
Table 6.1: Percentage of Individualistic Causes of Poverty 
by Structural Causes of Poverty 
Structural Lower Higher 
Individualistic 
Higher 37.9% 28.7% 
Lower 62.1% 71.3% 
Total (124) (171) 
Chi-Square=2.40 D.F.=1 p=.1217 
Table 6.2: Percentage of Individualistic Causes of Poverty 
by Structural Causes of Homelessness 
Structural Lower Higher 
Individualistic 
Higher 35.1% 27.4% 
Lower 64.9% 72.6% 
Total (122) (175) 
Chi-Square=l.52 D.F.=1 p=.2175 
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Table 6.3: Percentage of Drug and Alcohol Causes of Poverty 
by Individualistic Causes of Poverty 
Individualistic Lower Higher 
Drug and Alcohol 
Higher 
Lower 
Total 
29.7% 
70.3% 
(120) 
33.5% 
66.5% 
(176) 
Chi-Square=.000 D.F.=1 p=l. 0 
Table 6.4: Percentage of Drug and Alcohol Causes of Poverty 
by Structural Causes of Poverty 
Structural Lower Higher 
Drug and Alcohol 
Higher 
Lower 
Total 
72.8% 
27.2% 
(98) 
67.4% 
32.6% 
(197) 
Chi-Square=.747 D.F.=1 p=.388 
Table 6.5: Percentage of Drug and Alcohol Causes of Poverty 
by Structural Causes of Homelessness 
Structural Lower Higher 
Drug and Alcohol 
Higher 70.3% 68.2% 
Do not agree 29.7% 31.8% 
Total (101) (193) 
Chi-Square= .06 D.F.=1 p=. 08 
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